Defending CPSC 

The article "Recall the CPSC," in the May 17, 1993 "Regulation" issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN, reaches unfounded conclusions about the U.S. Consumer Product Safety 
Commission (CPSC). Market forces alone don't lead to the provision of safety; sometimes 
intervention is needed to overcome market imperfections. CPSC's presence in the marketplace 
provides an incentive for firms to consider safety when manufacturing, advertising, and selling 
products. Before CPSC takes action, it conducts a rigorous analysis to ensure that its decisions 
are cost-effective and in the public interest. 

Some examples of CPSC actions that have saved lives: 

¢ Child-resistant packaging for aspirin and oral prescription medicines saved the lives 
of an estimated 700 children since the requirements went into effect. Children's poisoning deaths 
from medicines and household chemicals, where child-resistant packaging is required, declined 
75 percent since the special packaging was first required in 1972. Even though some consumers 
may defeat the purpose of child-resistant packaging by failing to resecure the caps properly, most 
consumers use the special packaging to help prevent childhood poisonings. CPSC is working to 
improve the regulations for child-resistant packaging to make it easier to open while maintaining 
its effectiveness. Remember: "child resistant" does not mean "child proof." Child-resistant 
packaging does not work by itself. Parents need to be vigilant and keep medicines away from 
children. 

¢ Flame-resistant Children's Sleepwear -- The flammability standard for children's 
sleepwear virtually eliminated horrible burn injuries suffered by children whose sleepwear 
ignited. In 1970, there were an estimated 60 deaths per year to children under 15 years of age 
whose sleepwear caught fire. Since 1982, there have been fewer than five deaths annually. This 
is a success story for preventing deaths and injuries. Let me set the record straight about Tris, the 
chemical flame retardant some manufacturers chose to use to make sleepwear flame resistant. 
The Federal government did not mandate or urge the use of Tris. Sometime after the 
performance standard was set, some manufacturers voluntarily chose to use Tris as an 
economical way to meet the standard without considering the safety implications. Most 
manufacturers met the standard by using inherently flame-resistant fabric. 

¢ Worm Probes -- CPSC is aware of more than 30 deaths involving electric worm 
probes. These deaths occurred with products that were functionally identical to the Worm-Gett'r. 
Consumers have been electrocuted by contacting the exposed metal shaft. Electrical worm 
probes violate a fundamental rule of electrical safety: "Isolate the user from the raw electricity." 
When hazardous worm probes are discovered, the Commission acts to recall these products 
before more injuries or deaths occur. Just a few weeks ago, CPSC announced the recall of 83,000 
hazardous electric worm probes sold nationwide by fishing shops and other retailers, including 
mail order catalogues. 

¢ Ground Fault Circuit Interrupters -- CPSC worked with national code authorities to 
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support the requirement for ground fault circuit interrupters (GFCIs) in several electrical circuits 
in the home as well as the plugs of some electrical appliances (such as hair dryers). CPSC's 
overall work on electrical safety helped reduce the number of electrocution deaths involving 
consumer products from an estimated 650 per year in 1975 to 290 in 1988, a reduction of 55 
percent. Over 350 deaths are avoided annually. 

¢ Carbon Monoxide Detectors -- The new Underwriters Laboratories standard for 
carbon monoxide (CO) detectors will help prevent nearly 300 deaths each year from CO 
poisoning associated with home heating and cooking equipment like furnaces, room heaters, and 
charcoal grills. UL and CPSC worked closely to develop the new standard for CO detectors. 
These CO detectors are important to home safety in the same way as smoke detectors. 

¢ Child-resistant Cigarette Lighters -- On June 9, 1993, CPSC voted to issue a safety 
standard requiring most cigarette lighters to be child-resistant. This standard has the potential to 
save more lives than any standard issued by the Commission in its 20-year history. Annually, 
children under five years old playing with lighters cause more than 5,000 residential fires, 
resulting in approximately 150 deaths and more than 1,000 injuries. The new standard is 
expected to prevent about 100 of those fire-related deaths each year. Of course, child-resistant 
features are a second line of defense against children playing with lighters. Parents must keep 
lighters as well as matches away from children. 

The Commission uses all the tools at its disposal -- including mandatory and voluntary 
standards, compliance and enforcement action, and consumer information -- to reduce risks 
associated with consumer products. These efforts have been successful in helping to reduce 
product-related deaths and injuries. In one decade alone, from 1977 through 1986, the average 
rate of product-related deaths per 100,000 consumers decreased by 23 percent. Injuries 
associated with consumer products also decreased by the same rate. Clearly, CPSC's annual 
budget of approximately $42 million provides the taxpayer a significant return through hundreds 
of lives saved, thousands of injuries prevented, and reduction in associated health care costs 
every year. 

JACQUELINE JONES-SMITH, CHAIRMAN Consumer Product Safety Commission 


Robert W. Lee Responds 

Ms. Jones-Smith does not refute our factual claims. Throughout her letter, she refers to 
statistical "estimates" about the CPSC's success record, but does not indicate from whence they 
derive. Statistical estimates by government entities are notoriously self-serving and unreliable (as 
when the EPA, without a scintilla of credible evidence, announced that radon "causes 
approximately 20,000 deaths a year in the U.S.," but was unable to cite a single instance of an 
American dying from naturally occurring radon in the home). 

Ms. Jones-Smith's comments about the Worm Gett'r ban simply confirm the device's 
safety and the lack of justification for the ban. Though claiming that other electric worm probes 
involved in "more than 30 deaths" were "functionally identical" to the Worm Gett'r, Ms. 
Jones-Smith apparently still cannot cite a single death actually attributable to the Worm Gett'r 
itself. It is incredibly irresponsible to ban one product with an impeccable safety record simply 
because similar products manufactured by others are flawed. 

Ms. Jones-Smith does a disservice to Underwriters Laboratory (which stands as a 
marvelous example of a privately funded concern adequately overseeing product safety on a 
voluntary basis) by implying that UL was somehow dependent on CPSC in reaching an 
appropriate standard for carbon monoxide detectors. It recalls the story of the ant who, crossing a 
bridge with an elephant, blurted, "We're really shaking this bridge, aren't we?" 
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Ms. Jones-Smith claims that the federal government did not "mandate or urge" the use of 
Tris. The CPSC established an involuntary standard which could be met most economically and 
efficiently by using Tris. The contention that manufacturers opted for Tris "without considering 
the safety implications" is unjustified, since the CPSC itself did not learn until years later that 
Tris caused cancer in animals (though there are apparently no instances of human cancer caused 
by wearing Tris-treated garments). So, the CPSC urged (in the sense that it imposed a standard 
that could best be met by) the use of Tris, then banned the substance. The companies involved 
would not have used the "dangerous" material in the first place had they not been pressured by 
the CPSC. As reported by THE NEW AMERICAN, Congress eventually found the CPSC 
actions to be so contradictory and unfair that it permitted the companies to sue the government 
for damages. 

Ms. Jones-Smith claims that most manufacturers met the flammability standard "by using 
inherently flame-resistant fabric," but she neglects to mention that the "flame-resistant fabric" 
(polyester) was so hot and uncomfortable that thousands of parents circumvented the standard by 
simply buying cotton playwear for use as sleepwear. It is true that the number of deaths 
involving children whose sleepwear caught fire declined, but that was true of all clothing and 
non-clothing fire deaths. Clothing deaths among the elderly, who were not covered by the CPSC 
standard, also plummeted. 

Ms. Jones-Smith's comments about child-resistant packaging for aspirin and oral 
prescriptions ignore the extensive research on child-resistant caps, cited in THE NEW 
AMERICAN, by Duke University economics professor Kip Vicusi. Dr. Vicusi found that the 
CPSC rule not only had no demonstrable effect on aspirin poisoning rates, but that the share of 
poisonings from safety-capped aspirin bottles actually rose. And while Ms. Jones-Smith attempts 
to minimize the open-bottle factor, Dr. Vicusi found that a large share of poisonings were indeed 
occurring due to bottles left open, apparently because the CPSC edict had made them so difficult 
for even adults (especially those with arthritis) to remove. 

The new CPSC rule requiring most cigarette lighters to be child resistant may lead to 
more fires set by children using matches. Match-related deaths have been consistently higher 
than lighter deaths over the years. If the new rule, by making lighters more expensive and harder 
to use, causes adults to return to matches, matches will become more available to children. The 
result is likely to be more, not fewer, fire deaths and injuries. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


FRONT PAGE End of the 


Auto Age? 
Robert W. Lee 


Environmental extremists hope so 


Last June, an Associated Press story about the Environmental Protection Agency's 
campaign to curtail private automobile use in the U.S. warned that for "millions of commuters in 
seven smoggy metropolitan areas, the days of getting to work by simply hopping into the family 
car each moming may be coming to an end," since the "government has ordered states with 
severe ozone pollution to make large companies encourage employees to find other ways to get 
to work, such as car pooling and mass transit." Employers who balk could face "penalties of up 
to $50,000 a day." 

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, such anti-auto animosity seemed largely limited to a 
relative handful of fringe fanatics. Their rhetoric and logic seemed ludicrous, as when Brian 
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Ketcham, a former Ralph Nader operative who had also served in liberal New York City Mayor 
John Lindsay's administration, acknowledged in 1976 that his "crusade is not air pollution; it's 
the [expletive deleted] automobile, and what it's doing to the country. Walking will be the 
transportation mode of the future .... I think we will come to legs as a major solution. Take 
Peking, for example. I've never been there, but I've seen pictures in National Geographic. 
Peking works out fantastically with walking and biking." 

The Communist Peoples' Republic still inspires the environmentalist fanatics with visions 
of the model society. The influential Worldwatch Institute, for instance, has been peddling the 
Chinese anthill-as-Ecotopia theme in many of its studies. Especially endearing to the 
Worldwatchers is China's dearth of automobiles and its near-total reliance on bicycling. In its 
report, The Bicycle: Vehicle for a Small Planet, Worldwatch heaps accolades on Chinese 
policies that foster "the bicycle -- the vehicle of the future." "In China," the report's author, 
Marcia D. Lowe, notes wistfully, "traffic noise means the whirring of bicycle wheels and the 
tinkling of bells." Ah yes, how romantically sublime: Mao's happy land of bicycling peasants. 

Dr. Helen Caldicott, radical founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility, shares this 
romantic view of the simple life. In her latest book, If You Love This Planet, she admonishes us 
with these words of wisdom: "Living in affluence does not necessarily make us happier than we 
would be if we lived close to the land, grew our own food, rode bicycles and read by 
candlelight." 

The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED), otherwise 
known as the "Earth Summit," also took aim at private automobile ownership. In a UNCED 
report issued in August 1991, Maurice Strong, the grand poohbah of the Earth Summit, wrote: "It 
is clear that current lifestyles and consumption patterns of the affluent middle class ... involving 
high meat intake, consumption of large amounts of frozen and 'convenience' foods, [and] 
ownership of motor vehicles ... are not sustainable" [emphasis added]. 

"Mortal Threat" 

A major argument against continued reliance on the private automobile as the major 
mode of transportation is the massive amount of pollution that cars supposedly spew into the 
atmosphere. In his best-selling book, Earth in the Balance, for instance, then Senator (now ViCe 
President) Al Gore wrote (apparently with a straight face) that the automobile's "cumulative 
impact on the global environment is posing a mortal threat to the security of every nation that is 
more deadly than that of any military enemy we are ever again likely to confront." How so? Gore 
explained, "Today, we must recognize that our heavy reliance on cars as our primary means of 
transportation accounts for a large proportion of the CO2 emitted into the atmosphere from the 
industrial world." 

Yet, far from being the dangerous threat to humanity that it is often portrayed to be, CO2 
is the primary raw material used by plants to produce food through the process known as 
photosynthesis. Without CO2 in the atmosphere, life as we know it would be impossible. 

Gore continued: "Objectively, it makes little sense for each of us to burn up all the energy 
necessary to travel with several thousand pounds of metal wherever we go, but it is our failure to 
think strategically about transportation that has led to this absurd state of affairs." To solve this 
crisis of the auto, Gore suggested, among other things, mandating improvements in automobile 
fleet mileage, more emphasis on mass (read government) transportation, eventual elimination of 
the internal combustion engine, a CO tax, and an international treaty limiting CO2 emissions. 

One Hot Summer 
Although the automobile is mentioned in connection with CO2, the automobile is perhaps 
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more commonly blamed for the smog problem, particularly in urban areas. However, as with so 
many other issues involving the environment, data regarding automobile pollution has been 
manipulated to promote ineffective or counterproductive policies that waste money while 
swelling the size of government. 

The summer of 1988, for instance, was freakishly hot, which caused a substantial 
increase over the historical trend in the number of days that ozone (smog) levels in many areas of 
the country exceeded the federal clean air standard of 0.12 parts per million (ppm).* Ozone, an 
oxygen molecule consisting of three oxygen atoms (O3), is formed at ground level when 


the sun's ultraviolet rays combine with hydrocarbons (emanating from such sources as 
gasoline fumes and unburned fuel in poorly tuned cars) and nitrogen oxides (produced 
by burning fossil fuels, including gasoline). Ozone forms most rapidly on days when the 
temperature is 90° F. or warmer (i.e., in the late spring and summer) and the air is 
relatively calm. California exceeds the federal smog standard seven times as many 
days as the next smoggiest state, while Los Angeles (due to the LA Basin's warm, 
sunny climate that promotes smog formation, and its location between the sea and the 
mountains that helps trap pollution for days at a time) has the country's worst 
tropospheric ozone problem. The EPA deems areas to be in violation of the ozone 
standard if they register a one-hour average concentration of ozone that exceeds the 
0.12 ppm threshold on more than one day each year, averaged over three years. 

* As summarized by the late economics columnist Warren Brookes, "In 1988, there were 925 
ozone exceedances in the top 114 metro areas," but in 1989 the number dropped "to 234, and in 
1990 to 286. In the non-California urban areas, the plunge was even more dramatic from 617 
exceedances to an average of 122 from 1989 through 1991, from six per city in 1988 to an 
average of about one from 1989 through 1991, from 85 non-California cities out of compliance 
to only 22 from 1989 through 1991." 

In short, 1988 was a meteorological fluke, due mainly to weather conditions, yet in 
September of that year (some ten months in advance of its normal data collection cycle, and in 
the midst of the presidential election campaign) the EPA, for the first time since it began 
collecting nationwide air-quality data, released the peculiar urban ozone data and publicized it as 
an indication of major trouble. The anomaly was later employed to sway senators and 
representatives to support the harsh provisions of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, even as 
the improved data for 1989 and 1990 were suppressed until after the bill was passed. 

Dr. Kay H. Jones was for many years a senior scientist with the President's Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), and from 1975 through 1979 prepared the chapter on air quality 
status and trends for the CEQ's annual reports. In an important paper published by the Cato 
Institute on February 19, 1992, Dr. Jones meticulously scrutinized the issue of urban ozone and 
what he termed the "Great 1988 EPA Smog Scare," concluding that "the EPA has perpetrated a 
fraud on the American people." 

Confirming that the "preliminary data for 1989 indicated a dramatic reduction in urban 
smog levels from 1988 and a return to expected ozone levels," and that 1990 and 1991 readings 
were similarly favorable, Jones noted that incorporation of the 1989-91 data "into a new 
three-year ozone non-attainment data base, from which the aberrant 1988 readings would be 
removed, would radically alter the ozone non-attainment status of dozens of cities." Instead, "the 
EPA steadfastly supported the use of the 1988 data in classifying non-attainment areas," thereby 
ensuring "the worst possible portrayal of the nation's ozone problem." That misleading ozone 
picture, Jones calculates, is at the very least "costing the American people $13 billion annually," 
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and the figure doubles when the secondary economic costs of regulation are taken into account. 

Dr. Jones concluded that "the EPA has purposely and cynically misled the nation about 
the true extent of urban smog," and that the price of that misrepresentation is being paid by the 
American people, "who will spend billions of dollars and possibly sacrifice tens of thousands of 
jobs to solve a problem that exists only in the minds of EPA bureaucrats and environmental 
advocacy groups." 

"Tree Pollution" 

Some scientists believe that the main culprits in the sudden 1988 ozone spike, especially 
in the Northeast and Southwest, may have been natural hydrocarbon emissions from such 
sources as trees. Indeed, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration has reported that 
more than 60 percent of the ozone-producing substances in the eastern states occur naturally in 
the environment, which may in part explain why urban ozone remains high despite a 50 percent 
reduction in automobile hydrocarbons since 1974. 

In 1980, presidential candidate Ronald Reagan was widely ridiculed by environmentalists 
and the liberal media when he claimed that trees contribute to air pollution. Though some of his 
facts were faulty, his basic contention was correct. As the Los Angeles Times for November 24, 
1991 observed, "Just like cars and power plants, trees emit hydrocarbons that, when mixed with 
sunlight and nitrogen oxide, create ozone, the principal component of smog." The Times 
reported that researchers had known for some time "that trees and shrubs in the Los Angeles 
Basin emit between 150 and 200 tons of hydrocarbons each day, accounting for 14% of all 
hydrocarbon emissions in the region." It cited a study by researchers at the University of 
California-Riverside who had pin-pointed certain trees as the main malefactors. For instance, 
"emissions from about three liquidambar or just two carrotwoods [two of the area's most popular 
trees] during 12 hours would equal the hydrocarbons released by one 1991-model car travelling 
30 miles." 

From 1979 to 1985, Atlanta, Georgia spent more than $740 million targeting automobiles 
and other man-made sources of hydrocarbons in an attempt to reduce hydrocarbons by one-half. 
Yet, during 1985-87, the city's ozone levels were higher than in 1979. That discouraging finding 
led Georgia Institute of Technology atmospheric chemist Dr. William Chameides and his team of 
researchers to look into the matter. Their results, published in the September 16, 1988 issue of 
Science, showed that more than two-thirds of all ozone precursors in Atlanta were natural, 
largely due to the city's extensive wooded areas. They speculated that similar rates of natural 
emissions might be found in other cities where high temperatures favor heavy hydrocarbon 
emissions from trees. Dr. Chameides told Warren Brookes that the EPA wrongly "assumes that 
man-made hydrocarbons are the only ones that count. That ignores the fact that in many regions, 
particularly the South (where total wood volume soared 66 percent since 1952), natural 
hydrocarbons from trees and vegetation can be as large or even larger in volume. In those cases, 
nitrogen oxide, which we don't control very well, becomes the main culprit." 

CAFE Clutch 

The federal Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE) standard is 27.5 miles per gallon 
for new cars. For vans and light trucks it is 20.5 mpg. This federal edict increases the risk of 
injury and death, since it compels automakers to reduce the weight of their vehicles (sometimes 
by foregoing safety features that add weight), thereby making them less safe than heavier 
vehicles. A 1989 study by researchers at the Brookings Institution and Harvard University 
estimated, for example, that since the CAFE standard had already forced manufacturers to trim 
about 1,000 pounds from an average car's weight, an additional 2,200 to 3,900 fatalities could be 
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expected by the turn of the century. And the Competitive Enterprise Institute estimates that each 
one mile per gallon increase in the CAFE standard is likely to generate a similar death toll over 
the life of each model year to which it is applied. 

The CAFE standard also tends to keep the most pollution-prone vehicles on the road. As 
Jonathan H. Adler, an environmental policy analyst at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, has 
noted, "Because tighter emission standards increase the cost of new vehicles, older vehicles -- 
which tend to be more polluting -- stay on the road longer as potential new car buyers either buy 
less-expensive, used vehicles or delay replacing their own older cars .... The air quality gains 
traditionally achieved through car-fleet turnover are delayed as a direct result of regulations 
aimed at improving air quality." Those drivers who can afford new automobiles have an 
incentive to drive more, thereby increasing highway congestion, since the high mileage makes 
each trip they take less expensive. 

Free the Market 

It is estimated that ten percent of cars on the road today produce upwards of 50 percent of 
the pollution. As Jonathan Adler has suggested, a sound approach to automobile pollution would 
"identify and target that small fraction of the automotive fleet that pollutes most, and, if possible, 
charge those responsible for pollution for the damage that they cause and costs of restoration." 
Everyone else would be left alone. 

Another market-oriented approach would be to replace the onerous and increasingly 
expensive universal pass-fail emissions testing with mobile-source emission fees assessed for the 
amount of pollution a vehicle produces, based on its emissions and the miles it has been driven. 
This would give car owners an incentive to consider the environmental costs of driving, since 
they would be footing the bill for any undue pollution they cause. 

Yet another possibility is on-road emissions testing. University of Denver chemistry 
professor Donald H. Stedman has developed an accurate technology for using an infrared beam 
to measure relative concentrations of air pollutants while vehicles are in motion. This approach, 
Adler observes, would "only inconvenience those who are causing the harm. Rather than force 
the majority of non-polluting car owners to bear the burden of the delinquent few, on-road 
testing allows targeting polluters to make them pay for their actual contribution to the air 
pollution problem." And regarding the expense, each on-road test "averages only 5 percent of the 
cost of a traditional emissions test..." 

For its part, government should, among many other things, modify its taxing policies to 
encourage (rather than discourage, as at present) work-at-home opportunities and enterprises to 
reduce work-related commuting. 

History confirms that closed societies, where government controls technology and 
innovation, have dismal success in achieving their objectives. In a free society, government has 
no business telling its citizens how and where they may travel. Just as the free market responded 
to the demand for a less-polluting and practical form of transportation than the horse, so it would, 
if unfettered by costly and counterproductive government regulations, respond to consumer 
demands for cleaner fuels, more efficient automobiles, and perhaps even some entirely new, as 
yet undreamed of, form of private, freedom-oriented transportation. 

But the marketplace, not the meddlers, should make the decisions. As in so many other 
areas of our national life, the need is to scrape off the barnacles of big government. The Clean 
Air Act and many other intrusive and economically corrosive environmental laws should be 
repealed, and the tyrannical federal regulatory agencies that administer them should be 
abolished. 
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The "Good Old Days" 


For the average American, the private automobile represents mobility, productivity, 
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NATO Issues Threat 

The United States has again opened the possibility that airpower might be used against 
Bosnian Serbs in order to lift the siege of Sarajevo. A State Department official at first indicated 
that the U.S. was prepared to launch unilateral air strikes, but then the White House backed off. 

Subsequent pressure from President Clinton on NATO necessitated some response, as he 
called for a cessation of suffering in the capital of Bosnia-Hercegovina before the onset of 
winter. Thereupon, NATO governments in Brussels endorsed a plan to bomb Bosnian Serb 
positions, but it was a conditional decision that would also require United Nations approval of 
the air strikes. 

In response to NATO's threat, Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic warned that he 
might "lose control of the central command," which could lead to a more fighting. "If a single 
NATO bomb" hits a Serbian position, remarked Karadzic, "there would be no more talks; we 
would have an all-out war ... with tremendous human suffering" for all sides. 

Budget Squeaks Through 

After heavy-duty arm-twisting and last-minute deals, the compromise version of 
President Clinton's budget package passed by a 218-216 vote in the House of Representatives 
and a 51-50 margin in the Senate, where Vice President Gore was required to cast the 
tie-breaking vote. The White House and Democrats characterized the program as a $496 billion 
deficit reduction deal over five years, highlighting $255 billion in spending cuts as well as $241 
billion in new taxes. Republicans -- and not a single one voted for the reconciliation bill in either 
house -- were especially critical of the backdating of some of the taxes to January Ist (before the 
President took office) as well as calculating that nearly 80 percent of the "spending cuts" were 
supposed to occur in the last two years of the deal, after Mr. Clinton's first term is over. 

The promised deficit "reduction," as is the case in Washington-style budgeting, refers 
only to smaller potential increases in spending; after five years of this deal the deficit in fiscal 
1998 is projected at $216 billion and the national debt is slated by some estimates to be $1.5 
trillion dollars higher than at present. 

The biggest items in the new budget include a retroactive increase in tax rates for 
higher-income individuals; an increase in taxes for many Social Security recipients; the 
imposition of another 4.3 cent-a-gallon tax on fuels; an increase in the corporate tax rate from 34 
percent to 35 percent; the subjecting of all salaries to the Medicare payroll tax; and an expansion 
of the earned income tax credit to the "working poor." The bulk of spending cuts comes from 
defense, about double what Mr. Clinton ran on in his presidential campaign. 

Post-passage economic analyses were generally pessimistic about the future. The 
director of the Economic Forecasting Center at Georgia State University, for example, predicted 
that the scheme would cost 500, 000 new jobs next year. The President, whose Administration is 
already floating trial balloons for new taxes and spending, spoke of this being only a first step -- 
but it only takes one to fall off a cliff. 

Setback for EC Money 
The adoption of a monetary union for Europe received a serious setback after a flurry of 
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buying and selling currencies caused EC finance ministers virtually to abandon the Exchange 
Rate Mechanism (ERM) that was supposed to be the basis of a common currency by 1999. The 
ministers broadened the range permitted for the value of French francs vs. German marks from 
2.25 percent to an extremely large 15 percent (a potential swing of 30 percent). Speculation 
against the weak European currencies, especially France's, has been exacerbated by Germany's 
relatively high interest rates (which have attracted investors and been held as necessary by the 
Bundesbank for reunification of East and West Germany). 

On the day the Maastricht Treaty was ratified by Britain (which was forced out of the 
ERM last year under speculative pressure), former British Chancellor of the Exchequer Norman 
Lamont said the prospects for a single European currency were "out of the window." A week 
later, however, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, while indicating that Germany still sought a 
united Europe, became the first leader of an EC country publicly to acknowledge that the 
economic criteria requirements of Maastricht might mean delaying a currency union for a year or 
two. 

Does this mean that European politicians have finally discovered that bureaucrats can't 
manage exchange rates and economies better than free markets ? Nope. 

Keeping the Soviets’ Borders 

The Clinton Administration intends to stabilize the former nations of the Soviet Union 
and preserve their borders through diplomatic means, according to senior White House and State 
Department officials. The expressed intention of a new initiative is to prevent Russian military 
intervention as well as the destabilization of the government of Russian President Boris Yeltsin. 
Among the former republics of the USSR experiencing ethnic and religious conflicts are 
Georgia, Tajikistan, and Azerbaijan. 

According to a policy directive on international peacekeeping obtained by the 
Washington Post, the U.S. would also support United Nations peacekeepers being used within 
the boundaries of the former Soviet Union. Ostensibly, such forces would not be used to extend 
the authority of Russia. As the directive states, "The United States should make clear to Russia 
that the United Nations oversight of any operation will be real and ongoing and could result in 
U.S.Russia policy differences over the mandate, scope, and even advisability of such 
operations." 

Spokesmen for emigré organizations representing groups within the borders claimed by 
the former Soviet Union express doubts that Russian imperialism is indeed dead. Unfortunately, 
some of those who distrust Russia the most still have trust in the longtime pro-communist United 
Nations. 

National Service Passes 

The Senate voted 58-41 to pass a version of President Clinton's national service program, 
authorizing $1.5 billion to be spent over three years, at spending levels of $300 million, $500 
million, and $700 million. (The bill will have to be reconciled with a House version that specifies 
only one year's spending at $394 million. Mr. Clinton had proposed a five-year, $9.5 billion 
package.) Bill floor manager Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA) contended to his colleagues: 
"The passage of this legislation marks the end of the 'me' era in our national life." Kennedy 
praised the "bipartisanship" of the backers -- a reference to five "moderate" Republicans who 
helped break the deadlock. 

The President had wanted 25,000 students to take part in the first year, and 150,000 by 
the third year, but the version passed by the Senate would allow 20,000 in the first year, 33,000 
in the second, and 47,000 in the third year. 
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In both House and Senate versions, students who perform "national service" in public 
health, education, or environmental areas will receive $4,725 annually to apply to college tuition 
(brought down to 90 percent of what recipients can get through the GI Bill for serving in the 
military). Adding a minimum-wage stipend during service, as well as health insurance, living 
allowance, and child-care benefits, will raise the total cost for each of the anticipated 100,000 
"volunteers" to about $15,000. 

When campaigning, Bill Clinton vowed to set up a "trust out of which any American can 
borrow to finance a college education, as long as they pay it back with a small percentage of 
their income over time or with two or three years of national service here at home ... doing 
whatever work the country urgently needs." This is short of that promise: Give thanks that all six 
million students receiving government aid are not involved in this leaf-raking scheme; for a 
nightmare, just multiply that total times $15,000. 

Beijing's Chemical Arms? 

In answer to Washington's contention that Beijing was delivering to Iran the wherewithal 
to make chemical weapons, the official New China News Agency bitterly rebuked the U.S. for 
interference with one of its ships in the Middle East. U.S. officials said they had reason to 
believe that the Communist Chinese vessel was carrying chemical arms, but did not have the 
authority to inspect or to seize the ship as it approached the Strait of Hormuz near Iran. 

China accused the U.S. of "utterly unjustifiable bullying," and declared that the ship "was 
forced to be adrift on the high sea, subject to such extraordinary activities of interruption and 
coercion, including pursuit and photography by U.S. warships and military aircraft on the high 
sea." 

Washington officials reported that Kuwait, Bahrain, and the United Arab Emirates had 
not allowed the ship to dock at their ports, where the contents of the cargo might be confirmed, 
because they feared offending Iran. 

Backing UN as World Cop 

The Clinton Administration has reportedly agreed to support a "rapid expansion" of the 
United Nations world police role. The agreement, a classified draft of which was obtained by the 
Washington Post, is found in Presidential Decision Directive 13 and, while it is not as complete 
as the Clinton's campaign call for a standing UN "rapid deployment force," does relegate the 
U.S. government to supporting both multilateral peacekeeping and peacemaking forces, 
"politically, militarily, and financially," as well as placing U.S. military units under the 
"operational control" of a UN commander. The UN peacekeeping headquarters would be more 
than doubled in size, and the State and Defense Departments would supply it with 20 staffers. 

An editorial in the New York Times, which of late has been pushing for a New World 
Army, credited President Clinton with a "step in the right direction." While acknowledging the 
political difficulty of getting Congress to pre-commit American troops to the UN, the Times 
urged that the Pentagon be ordered "to designate one or two U.S.based brigades to be used 
exclusively for peacekeeping contingencies and have them participate in joint exercises with 
peacekeepers from other nations." 

Despite the hedges and caveats thrown in by those trying to maintain a semblance of 
sovereignty (such as allowing separate reporting channels to a U.S. military command structure 
and permitting the disobeying of UN orders believed illegal, outside of a United Nations 
mandate, or "militarily imprudent and unsound"), the directive's bearings are clear -- to put 
American soldiers at the disposal of the incipient world government. This isn't theory. Witness 
the early steps in Somalia, where American men are being killed to polish the UN's image, in a 
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role that has been drastically altered since the humanitarian relief effort began. 
National Police Force? 

A consolidation of federal law enforcement agencies, including the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, and the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, is contemplated under Vice President Al Gore's "reinventing government" plan 
due to be announced in early September. While monetary savings because of redundant forces 
are said to be driving the centralization, concern has been raised by some officials about the 
creation of a national police force. Indeed, the proposal calls for a "Directorate of Central Law 
Enforcement," which would be led by Attorney General Janet Reno, supervised in turn by a 
White House council appointed by the President. 

Even as the notion of a national police force was being floated -- something the late FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover long warned against -- the President introduced his anti-crime 
package which, while it had some proposals that conservatives might support, also included 
more restrictions on firearms and an attempt to addict local communities to federal funds by 
offering them $3.4 billion to hire almost 70,000 police officers. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Mr. Clinton Loses 
Again 

After the tumult and wailing have died down, the logical question in the fight to foist 
homosexuals onto the U.S. military remains: Who won? That is still in doubt. 

Certainly not the armed forces, which should be spotlighting missions and morale. 
Certainly not American society at large, whose regard for integrity and virtue has been 
confounded. And certainly not the homosexual "rights" lobby, though it gained ground. 

The biggest individual loser is more apparent. President Bill Clinton took a licking. His 
political allies question his acumen and priorities; he is despised by homosexual activists for 
breaking his vow to them; and he is still held in low regard by the greater part of the military, 
which was already wary of the President because of his early self-proclaimed "loathing" for the 
armed services. 

This is a compromise? As a latter-day Pyrrhus might have said: One more compromise 
like this and we are undone. 

"Gay" Spinmeisters 

The results of the compromise, geared toward allowing homosexuals to serve in the 
military, are confusing to most observers, especially since in Washington it is perception that 
rules. Indeed, the issue is not settled even in Congress. Legislation has not yet been enacted, as 
we write, in the form of this year's Defense authorization bill, and even that will not put the 
matter to rest. 

It is understandable that there should be some bewilderment. Consider some of the public 
positions and reporting about the new policy. The July 20th Washington Post ran a story 
headlined: "President Opens Military to Gays." Calling Mr. Clinton's position an "honorable 
compromise" between those who want the homosexual ban lifted completely and those who want 
the longstanding policy to remain intact, Post reporter Ann Devroy wrote that the President 
"formally opened the door ... to homosexuals serving in the armed services, but warned they will 
face military investigations if they acknowledge their sexual orientation and expulsion if they act 
on it." 

On the other hand, a spokesman for the "alternative lifestyle," Lisa Dettmer of the 
Lesbian Avengers, railed: "We won't settle for anything but a complete lifting of the ban, and our 
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fuse is short. Clinton doesn't want to experience the wrath of unbridled lesbian anger." 

Supporters of Mr. Clinton in the homosexual community became former supporters 
because of his action. Olivia Partridge, a lawyer who said she contributed close to a thousand 
dollars and hundreds of hours to the President's campaign, told the Washington Times at a San 
Francisco demonstration that Mr. Clinton "will never get my vote again. I will vote for Jesse 
Helms before I vote for Bill Clinton." 

The two avowed homosexuals in Congress, Massachusetts Democrats Gerry Studds and 
Barney Frank, seemed willing to give Mr. Clinton passing marks for trying; after all, he had 
worked more closely with them than with other members. Studds claimed, "I really have to hand 
it to him [Clinton]. He's shed political blood on this issue .... If this man had not been President, 
this wouldn't even be on the national agenda." 

Frank at first expressed his disappointment, saying the President's plan "falls short of 
where I thought we would be." But Frank then declared that this was as far as the Congress could 
be pushed. "Had the President followed the advice some now give that he should simply have 
decreed an end to the ban in January," wrote Frank in the Washington Post, "the result would 
have been congressional repudiation of that act, and congressional enactment, on a bill he could 
not have successfully vetoed, of a permanent, rigid, statutory ban." 

Other Views 

The New York Times editorialized in favor of the "half a loaf" decision. Mr. Clinton, for 
his part, boasted of getting 85 percent of what he wanted. On the other hand, Marine Corps 
commandant Carl Mundy, reportedly the man who held the hardest line within the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee, "There is not an acceptance of 
homosexuality among those who serve in the armed forces. And to try and inject that, to try and 
force it into the ranks, simply would create a fracture that would, in my view, be contrary to ... 
cohesiveness..." 

Conservative and religious groups naturally opposed any lifting of the ban. A poll of 
veterans done by USA Today/CNN/Gallup indicated that veterans supported by a three-to-one 
margin keeping the ban. The feeling was even more dramatic in a survey of active-duty admirals 
and generals taken by the House Republican Research Committee. In that survey, 99 percent said 
that open homosexuals in the military would "significantly disrupt unit cohesion and readiness," 
96.9 percent supported the ban on homosexuals, and 97.6 percent agreed with Joint Chiefs 
Chairman Colin Powell that allowing open homosexuals into the service would be "prejudicial to 
good order and discipline." 

The largest veterans group in the country, the American Legion, arguing that any 
compromise which permits homosexuals to serve is "unacceptable," has called on Congress to 
codify the ban. 

Yet, the move to codify the policy that existed before Bill Clinton took office -- led in the 
House by Representatives Robert Dornan (R-CA) and Joe Barton (R-TX) -- was undercut by the 
fact that Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, had 
other ideas on how to proceed. On the other hand, when those on the far-left reaches of Congress 
tried to get the House Armed Services Committee to lift the ban outright, they were defeated by a 
43 to 12 vote. 

DoD's Turn 

Most observers have been basing their comments on the Pentagon's new guidelines 
(before Congress -- especially Nunn -- added its touches). The Pentagon, which at one time had 
30 lawyers from DoD and the Justice Department working in the same room, attempted to pin 
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down some specifics. For instance, here is some of the language on activities: "Bodily contact 
between service members of the same sex that a reasonable person would understand to 
demonstrate a propensity or intent to engage in homosexual acts (e.g., hand-holding or kissing in 
most circumstances) will be sufficient to initiate separation." 

But then the guidelines seem to go in the opposite direction with the following: 
"Activities such as association with known homosexuals, presence at a gay bar, possessing or 
reading homosexual publications or marching in a gay rights rally in civilian clothes will not, in 
and of themselves, constitute credible information that would provide a basis for initiating an 
investigation or serve as the basis for an administrative discharge under this policy." 

Yet, a homosexual faces potential discharge if he "tells" about his homosexuality. 
Members of Congress were not the only ones who questioned the apparent contradictions. As the 
New York Post editorialized: "If hanging out in gay bars and marching in gay-rights parades 
don't constitute 'telling,' it's hard to imagine what does." 

Outright homosexual conduct is prohibited, needless to say, but other points remain 
murky. When members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff testified before Congress, they indicated that 
they remained firm in opposition to open homosexuality, calling it incompatible with military 
life. Jamie Gorelick, general counsel for the Pentagon, acknowledged that a service member's 
wearing of a T-shirt saying "I'm here, I'm queer," might prompt an investigation, even though 
such investigations are supposed to be curtailed under the new guidelines. 

Harder Line in Congress 

Congress, for the most part, left the heavy lifting to Senator Sam Nunn. Many 
conservative groups, including some hardliners on this issue, have been quietly heartened by 
Nunn's behind-the-scenes work. Others on the right have been publicly supportive of Nunn. The 
Center for Military Readiness, for example, has praised Nunn, Senator Dan Coats (R-IN), and 
others for transforming the "President's plan" into a "new and improved proposal that is coherent, 
enforceable, and defendable in the courts. Barring last-minute changes on the floor, this is a clear 
victory for opponents of lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military." One hopes that such an 
assessment isn't premature or overly optimistic -- for congressional action has not yet been 
completed on the improved language, and the DoD will still be the issuer of a guidebook for 
commanders. 

Then, too, The New Republic, which boasts a homosexual editor, is furious over 
restrictive language wending its way through Congress as part of the Defense authorization bill 
and urges the President to veto the legislation when it reaches his desk. But will the President's 
advisers really permit him to pick up this particular sticky wicket again so soon? 

There is much that is encouraging in the bipartisan language, which has already been 
passed by both the House and Senate Armed Services Committees. The secretary of defense is 
given the option of reinstating the questioning of service members about their homosexuality "as 
he considers appropriate .... "(Such questioning was ended completely in the Clinton version.) 
And, in order to allow commanders options, the contradictory portions of the President's 
proposal -- which permits attendance at "gay rights" demonstrations and declares that 
"homosexual orientation is not a bar to military service" -- is simply omitted from the 
congressional bill. 

The congressional legislation, as currently written, stipulates: "The prohibition against 
homosexual conduct is a longstanding element of military law that continues to be necessary in 
the unique circumstances of military service." The congressional language further notes: "The 
presence in the armed forces of persons who demonstrate a propensity or intent to engage in 
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homosexual acts would create an unacceptable risk to the high standards of morale, good order 
and discipline, and unit cohesion that are the essence of military capability." 

With certain exceptions (such as a homosexual experience that is "a departure from the 
member's usual and customary behavior"), the legislation states that a member who "has engaged 
in, attempted to engage in, or solicited another to engage in a homosexual act or acts" will be 
separated from the service. 

Weakened Enforcement Power 

While General Powell declared that Washington should not impose "cookie cutter" 
answers on commanders, Washington (even in the congressional version, which would supersede 
the plans of the President and the Defense Department) has weakened the ability to question 
members and to institute investigations. Many conservatives, comments Human Events, also 
"worry that, although the Nunn language is more restrictive than that of Clinton, Pentagon 
liberals will seek to evade its intent and administration of Department of Defense regulations to 
advance the homosexual agenda." 

Then there are the courts. The Wall Street Journal for July 26th, for instance, observed 
that lawyers "at major corporate law firms are lining up to represent homosexual soldiers in 
battles with the military, moving the firms into unfamiliar and sometimes uncomfortable terrain." 
If the President cannot prevail, the "gay rights" crowd wants the courts to intervene. These 
regulations go into effect on October Ist (the day Powell leaves office) but, as the New York 
Times foresees, "it will likely be many months before Federal appeals courts, and perhaps the 
Supreme Court, issue conclusive rulings as to whether they are constitutional." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Are "Gay Rights" 
God-Given? 

On July 19th, the Colorado Supreme Court voted six to one to uphold a lower court's 
injunction against "Amendment Two," the anti-"gay rights" measure enacted by Colorado voters 
last November. Amendment Two forbade state and local governments in Colorado to enact 
measures intended to extend "civil rights" status to homosexuality. The state court's ruling 
perpetuates some important misunderstandings about the origin and nature of rights. 

The Associated Press, in a small but significant act of disinformation, reported that the 
Colorado Supreme Court ruled that Amendment Two "probably violates the U.S. Constitution's 
Fourteenth Amendment, which forbids the denial of legal equal rights to any person." Such is 
indeed the purpose of the 14th Amendment. However, the court's decision makes no reference to 
the concept of individual rights. In fact, the decision (as reproduced in United States Law Week) 
uses the word "individual" exactly once, referring to "individual plaintiffs." 

The Constitution is predicated upon the concept of God-given individual rights. The 
proposition favored by critics of Amendment Two (including the Colorado State Supreme Court) 
holds that rights are a form of group entitlement. Nothing in Amendment Two authorizes the 
violation of anyone's genuine constitutionally guaranteed rights. People who define themselves 
as homosexuals are still able to worship, own property, bear arms, and so on. However, 
homosexuals as a group cannot lay claim to any special entitlements. 

Western Tradition 

Furthermore, it must be understood that the Constitution itself is the distillate of Western 
tradition. That tradition emphatically teaches that homosexual behavior is morally repugnant and 
socially harmful. The wisdom of that teaching is amply underscored by the contemporary 
prevalence of AIDS and other diseases the transmissions of which are facilitated by homosexual 
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contact. To confer "civil rights" status upon a chosen behavior that results in such social 
corrosion is not only constitutionally untenable, but suicidal. 

The approach preferred by the Colorado court employs a logical fallacy known as 
"begging the question" -- assuming the existence of disputed facts. The purpose of Amendment 
Two was to prevent the designation of "sexual orientation" as a civil rights category; in ruling 
against the Amendment the court declared that the Colorado majority could not enact such a 
measure, because sexual orientation is a civil rights category. The court frankly conceded that the 
controlling precedents it cited did not apply to the issue of "sexual orientation" discrimination; 
they were deployed to give the court's ipse dixit some protective coloration. 

The court also coined yet another new "right" -- the right to "equal participation in the 
political process" that was supposedly infringed by the enactment of Amendment Two. That 
right was stated emphatically and left entirely undefined. Amendment Two did not restrict the 
political rights of homosexuals in any way; it simply denied them a special collective status 
under law. However, in the context of the decision the court appeared to hold that an out-voted 
minority is denied "equal participation." Literally every political decision could be seen as 
constitutionally suspect if this new "right" is upheld. 

Boycott Fallout 

The much touted anti-Colorado boycott that was called after passage of Amendment Two 
has refused to bite. Although some estimate that the state may have lost $35 million in 
convention business since the inauguration of the boycott, last winter's ski season was 
exceptional. The question of the relative harm inflicted by the boycott continues to be debated in 
Colorado. Were the boycott a source of genuine pain, such debate would be superfluous. 
However, the vilification of Colorado's Religious Right continues apace. 

Feminist grouser Molly Ivins wrote in her August 2nd syndicated column that Colorado 
Springs has become "a nesting ground for assorted right-wing loony fringe groups from other 
parts of the country." Sam Stanton of the Sacramento Bee also took up the cudgels against 
Colorado Springs in a remarkably stilted piece of agitprop. Wrote Stanton: 

Spurred by an influx of 50 conservative religious groups that have come to this 

community, Colorado Springs has become a symbol of intolerance for many 

across the country. It is a place where gays and lesbians have no rights against 

discrimination, where teachers step lightly when trying new lesson plans and 

where minorities say they are on constant alert against persecution. 

Stanton accuses the Religious Right of improperly interfering with public education: 
"School teaching plans have been challenged by parents concerned about whether some are 
linked to witchcraft. Libraries have faced efforts to have some books removed from shelves." 

Stanton is much more sympathetic toward parents who are concerned about materials 
with links to Christianity. He cites the claims of a 42-year-old Jewish woman who removed her 
son from a fifth-grade musical program during the last holiday season because she objected to 
the Christmas songs that were performed. The mother complained, "How can I tell my child, 
now believe everything your English teacher tells you? And believe everything your history 
teacher tells you, but don't believe everything your music teacher tells you?" Stanton remarks, 
"Today, she says, her schoolroom concerns center on just how much she can allow her son to be 
taught in the public schools..." 

Of course, when conservative Jews and Christians voice such concerns about sex 
education, pro-homosexuality indoctrination, and the political mobilization of their children 
found in public schools, they are condemned for "insularity" and accused of "breeding 
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intolerance" in their children. 

Will Perkins, the activist who led the drive for Amendment Two, points out that there are 
only 55 Christian-oriented businesses in Colorado Springs. Taken together they employ about 
2,500 people -- fewer people than the number employed in the city's largest hospital. The 
community has an eclectic cultural life, with businesses and social groups catering to nearly 
every conceivable interest. By assigning responsibility for every hateful act to the small activist 
Christian community in Colorado Springs, the Establishment opinion cartel is cultivating 
hostility toward a "politically incorrect" minority. 

Other Efforts 

The Establishment is aware that it must invalidate Amendment Two and decimate 
Colorado's Religious Right, lest traditionalists in other states succeed with similar efforts. 
Measures similar to Amendment Two are being pursued in at least six states. Arguably, a 
proposed anti-"gay rights" initiative in Idaho has the best chance to succeed. 

The Idaho effort is led by Kelly Walton, a businessman from Burley who founded the 
Idaho Citizens' Alliance (ICA). The 20-point "statement of principles" published by Walton's 
organization belies the Establishment's caricature of the ICA as a "hate group." Article nine of 
that document declares, "We believe in the equal worth of all persons ... we support efforts to 
encourage the inclusion and successful participation of all Americans without regard to race, in 
whatever field of endeavor they choose." 

The ICA also properly states that "there should not be laws granting civil rights 
protections based on behavior that is morally wrong or injurious to public health, nor should 
government legitimize such behavior." 

The ICA initiative would amend the Idaho code to prohibit the granting of "minority 
status" (which would confer preferential treatment in affirmative action, as well as other 
benefits) to homosexuals. It would also forbid the state from recognizing same-sex "marriages" 
or expending public funds in any effort to promote the acceptance of homosexuality, including 
the use of public school programs to "promote, sanction, or endorse homosexuality as a healthy, 
approved or acceptable behavior." 

In order for their "no special rights" measure to be placed before the electorate in 
November 1994, the ICA must collect at least 32,000 valid signatures by next April. Walton 
estimates that the effort may cost as much as $500,000. The ICA's task is complicated by the 
predictable opposition of the prestige media and the political establishment. Typical of the ICA's 
treatment was a five-part series in the Idaho State Journal entitled "Pride and Prejudice," 
detailing how "a new generation of homosexual men and women who are open about their 
orientation has been greeted with resentment, fear and anger by some individuals and groups." 

ICA's opponents accuse the group of fabricating a homosexual threat for the purpose of 
fund-raising. However, during the past several years the lavender left has obtained a secure 
foothold in Idaho. In 1990, Boise (the state capitol) was the site of Idaho's first "Gay and Lesbian 
Freedom Day Parade." In an article clearly designed to attract support for the 1991 "gay" parade, 
the June 17, 1991 issue of the Idaho Statesman exulted that the 1990 parade was "an 
unprecedented demonstration of self-esteem and the potential political clout that could translate 
into anti-discrimination laws and other human-rights action in Idaho...." By 1991, a cell of the 
radical homosexual group "Queer Nation" had been organized in Boise, with much favorable 
publicity. 

According to the Statesman, "In the next year, gays and lesbians hope to continue 
pushing for political change." Among the demands made by the Idaho sodomite lobby in 1991 
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could be found "legislation to prohibit discrimination against homosexuals in jobs, housing, and 
other areas, as well as repeal of laws criminalizing sodomy." Homosexual activists also 
demanded "sensitivity training for public agencies, including the Boise police department," and 
police tabulation of "hate crimes." Thus it is demonstrably false to assert -- as ICA's opponents 
are wont to do -- that the Idaho petition drive is fueled by paranoia or political opportunism. 

Idaho Governor Cecil Andrus (D) has publicly condemned the ICA, accusing it of 
inciting hatred. Opposition has also been expressed by Idaho Attorney General Larry Echohawk 
(D), U.S. Senator Dirk Kempthorn (R), and U.S. Representatives Larry LaRocco (D) and Mike 
Crapo (R). The Idaho Human Rights Commission, which is appointed by the governor and 
supported by tax funds, formally announced its opposition to the ICA petition drive on June 
26th. 

In a preliminary review of the ICA's proposed measure, Representative Echohawk wrote 
that it would deny "basic constitutional rights" to homosexuals. But Echohawk's conclusion -- 
like the Colorado court's decision -- simply testifies of the pervasiveness of the fallacy that rights 
are a form of collective entitlement. That fallacy is as harmful to America's constitutional system 
as homosexual behavior is to America's moral environment. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


NATION CBC: Disension in 
the Ranks 

In 1990, Gary Franks won election to Congress from Connecticut's 5th district. A Yale 
University graduate, he is a Republican and a black American. All of which is worthy of a great 
big "So what?" Except that Franks has become the target of fellow blacks in Congress because 
he refuses to go along with our nation's descent into total government. 

For many years, blacks in Congress have banded together in an organization known as 
the Congressional Black Caucus (CBC). As their numbers have grown the CBC has become 
increasingly influential. Until Gary Franks joined, the entire membership of the CBC constituted 
a dependable block of votes for every liberal proposal advanced by the Democratic Party. 

In a seven-page open letter sent to Franks on July 27th, Representative William Clay 
(D-MO), a CBC leader, advised that "it would probably be better for all concerned if you did 
resign forthwith, admitting you never should have joined the ranks of black legislators." But 
Franks has refused to leave. So the CBC leaders voted to limit his participation to their luncheon 
gatherings but not the after-lunch business session. If the CBC ever meets in a bus, they will 
surely seat Franks way in the rear. 

Racist Rhetoric 

In his open letter, Clay said that Franks' voting record was "inimical to the permanent 
interests of black folk." He said that failure on his part to speak out against Franks would 
"imperil the well-being of black Americans." He accused Franks of "callous disregard for the 
basic rights and freedoms of 35 million black Americans." Over and over, he exhibited concern 
only for blacks, not for any other Americans. Obviously, Clay and his fellow CBC members feel 
that they were elected for the sole purpose of supporting proposals to benefit blacks alone. 

Clay insisted that it "would be a tragedy of immense proportions" if the CBC did not 
expose the "regressive legislative record" and "bizarre notions of equal rights for black people" 
attributed to Franks. Then he explicitly stated the distorted and racist view he holds of his role as 
a member of the House of Representatives by identifying the CBC's "stated responsibility for 
existing; namely, to 'protect and promote' the inalienable rights and permanent interests of our 
black constituents." If you are not black but happen to live in a district represented by a CBC 
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member, you are a political orphan. 
What Franks Thinks 

After the Supreme Court declared that race-based redistricting is wrong, Gary Franks 
issued a statement that infuriated Clay and others in the CBC. Franks stated: "We should not 
have laws that would give some Americans a manufactured advantage over other Americans. I 
believe that the racial gerrymandering of congressional districts is wrong. It would be wrong if it 
favored white Americans and is equally wrong to favor black Americans .... America should be 
the land of equal opportunity, equal access, and equal rights." 

Clay's letter cited instances where Franks had voted against welfare, education grants, 
funding for the radical Legal Services Program, and many other proposals favoring larger 
government. Clay insists that votes against this type of legislation "adversely impact" the lives of 
35 million black Americans. The truth is that votes for such measures adversely impact all 
Americans. 

Franks has also voted against the Clinton tax increases supported by CBC members. He 
voted against increasing the national debt, another measure supported by the CBC. These are 
issues affecting the well-being of all Americans, but CBC members like Clay are mainly 
interested in taxing all to enable government to give to blacks. Clay is not helping blacks; he is 
making them ever more dependent on government. 

The very idea of an officially recognized assemblage of House members gathered solely 
on the basis of their skin color is un-American and essentially destructive of what this nation is 
supposed to stand for. If the leadership in Congress had any guts and any real concern for the 
nation's integrity, it wouldn't allow the existence of a Congressional Black Caucus any more than 
it would an Irish Caucus, a Catholic Caucus, or a caucus of Yale graduates. Gary Franks is 
correct: There should be no manufactured advantage for any group of Americans. 

-- JOHN F.MCMANUS 


DID YOU KNOW? 

¢ Audubon Attack. "We reject the idea of property rights," charged National Audubon Society 
President Peter A.A. Berle, "because everybody has property rights and one's property rights 
affect another person's." Berle, known among environmentalists as a "moderate" in the 
movement, made this absurd statement at a July 27th press preview of an Audubon television 
special attacking the growing property rights movement. The propaganda assault, Backlash in 
the Wild, was aired August 8th on the TBS network and is the opening salvo in a huge 
propaganda blitz attempting to tie private property activists and organizations to "big business." 
Berle, according to one source in attendance at the July 27th preview, emphasized that "we reject 
the Constitution giving unbridled rights to property owners." 

¢ Uncle Sam's Best Customer? "It would seem there would be an abundance of [military] 

surplus with all of the base closures, but just the opposite is true," professional surplus buyer 
Mike Cochran told the Grass Valley (California) Union newspaper recently. "We see Russians at 
surplus sales coming in with their interpreters, pointing out what they want and taking it away by 
the trainload. What's left for us to bid on is the bottom of the barrel." 

Although the Russian government might be the U.S. government's best customer for 
military surplus purchases (which must often be paid for with cash), Russia continues to claim 
poverty to the press. "Next year, we have to pay $16.5 billion to cover the foreign debt of the 
former Soviet Union," Russian Deputy Prime Minister Alexander Shokhin told the Associated 
Press on July 13th. "If we really start covering these debts, then despite all the promised help, we 
will collapse." Russia is already months in arrears on foreign debt payments due this year. 
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¢ Gas Taxes and Prices. The budget reconciliation package passed by Congress on August 6th 
will raise the federal gas tax from the current 14.1 cents-per-gallon to 18.4 cents-per-gallon, up 
from just 4 cents-per-gallon just a decade ago. 

All the news is not bad, however. Despite the higher federal taxes, and higher average 
state gas taxes (up from 10 cents-per-gallon in 1982 to 18.8 cents today), gasoline pump prices in 
constant dollars are as low as they have been in the last 50 years. According to the Energy 
Information Agency, the inflation-adjusted price of a fill-up at the gas station is about the same 
as it was before the 1973 Arab oil embargo. 

¢ Racist NAACP. As far as the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
is concerned, indefinite foster care for an orphaned black child is preferable to adoption by a 
white family. According to a resolution passed at the NAACP's national convention in 
Indianapolis on July 14th, the organization opposes the adoption of black children by white 
parents, even if no black families can be found to adopt the children. Capturing the mood of the 
debate at the convention, Flint, Michigan-area Chapter President E. Hill De Loney argued: "Why 
do we now have to send out our children to our oppressors to be adopted?" 

¢ Feds Burden Local Government. A recent report in Investor's Business Daily may reveal 
part of the reason your local and state tax bills keep going up: unfunded federal mandates and 
regulations. The financial newspaper notes a study by the National Conference of State 
Legislatures which cited 172 federal laws which require state and local government spending. 

Maryland's state budget office recently calculated that one of every four state tax dollars 
goes to fulfill federal mandates. And many local governments are jumping through some pretty 
strange hoops to avoid wasting large amounts of taxpayer dollars on unreasonable federal 
mandates. Paula Easley, director of governmental affairs for the city of Anchorage, Alaska, 
recounted to Investor's Business Daily how the EPA required the city to "remove at least 30 
percent of certain unnamed substances from the waste stream of our sewage treatment plant or 
else build a $135 million secondary treatment plant .... Our problem was the system didn't have 
30 percent to begin with. So the city contracted with two fish processors to dump 5,000 pounds 
of fish guts into the system so that it could be removed. We now meet the 30 percent rule, 
although the EPA wasn't exactly thrilled with our methodology." 

¢ Business Week's Bantering. Among the many articles found in Business Week in recent 
months, one stands out as a bellwether of corporate trends: "Financial Fitness for Unmarried 
Couples." The article features financial advice for homosexual and unwed heterosexual couples, 
especially when dealing with such matters as "family" medical benefits from employers and 
inheritance rights. Regarding family medical benefits from an employer, Business Week exhorts: 
"Employees for cities such as New York and companies such as Levi Strauss fought for these 
benefits, so if your employer does not grant coverage for domestic partners, start lobbying for it 
now." 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. Is the U.S. importing more or less oil these days than it has in the last few years? 
-- §.R., Gahanna, OH 


A. During the first six months of this year, according to the American Petroleum Institute 
(API), domestic oil production fell 5.5 percent to 6.88 million barrels a day -- the lowest 
recorded output in 35 years. The previous low in domestic production was in 1958, with 6.47 
million barrels a day. This was not because there was a slackening in demand; indeed demand 
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grew. As a result, oil imports rose almost ten percent during the first half of 1993, to 8.27 million 
barrels a day. 

The API referred to a "disturbing, larger-than-anticipated drop" in domestic production, 
slipping even faster than the down trend in recent years. 

There are foreign policy implications in this general area beyond those that are 
immediately apparent. For example, consider the oil that supports Iran, a nation whose terrorist 
tentacles reach to the United States. Despite the fact that there are presidential orders, dating 
from the 1980s, against the importation of Iranian oil, these are easily skirted. Indeed, the U.S. 
still buys an estimated 25 percent of Tehran's exported oil, worth some $4 billion. Major U.S. 
companies, you see, may buy crude from Iran and have it refined in, say, South America; at this 
point, it is no longer "Iranian" oil and can be brought into the U.S. 

Q. What is the National Education Association's stance on choice in public schools? 
-- D.G., Auburn Hills, MI 


A. The NEA, the largest and arguably most powerful labor union in the country, is vehemently 
opposed to allowing tax dollars to go to whatever schools, public or private, that parents may 
desire. Some conservatives, it should be noted, also oppose allowing tax dollars to go to private 
schools, concerned that the money may bring with it the imposition of government restrictions. 
That conservative concern is over too much centralized authority, not an NEA worry. But the 
question here refers to the NEA, whose opposition is rooted in the fact that the union wants a 
captive audience -- our children -- whose presence is mandated by law, to be indoctrinated by its 
monopolists. The NEA, in short, wants more power for itself. 

The president of the NEA, Keith Geiger, is quoted in the June 7th issue of Forbes as 
advising that parents "quit talking about letting kids escape .... " Moreover, an economics 
professor cited in that issue of the magazine recalled debating Geiger (on the radio), only to have 
Geiger flip him an obscene gesture when the question of school choice was raised. The national 
office of the NEA, matching its mouth with its money (or rather the monies of teachers whose 
dues are forcibly taken from them), has indicated that it will contribute a million dollars to an 
anti-choice coalition called the Committee to Educate Against Vouchers. 

Q. Has there been any official investigation of the prisoner who claimed he sold marijuana to 
former Vice President Dan Quayle, but was (so he said) hushed up by prison authorities? 

-- T.A.U., Norfolk, VA 


A. Perhaps you remember the charges made by a prisoner named Brett Kimberlin, a convicted 
bomber, who said that he had once sold marijuana to a young Dan Quayle, and then alleged that 
politics had prevented him from publicizing the accusations. Garry Trudeau, for example, in his 
cartoon strip "Doonesbury," did his best to keep this tale alive during last year's presidential 
campaign. 

A Justice Department investigation was instituted and, in July, the inspector general 
concluded that there was no evidence that "political consideration of the Bush-Dan Quayle 
campaign had anything to do" with keeping the prisoner quiet, as reported in the Los Angeles 
Times. 

The director of the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, Michael Quinlin, explained to the 
investigators "that he feared further publicity could make Kimberlin an unwanted prison 
celebrity, potentially subjecting him to harm from prisoners angry over his attacks against Mr. 
Quayle." 
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Q. Who stage-managed President Clinton's trip to Japan? 
-- C.L., Gastonia, NC 


A. Since such affairs as the G-7 summit are deadly dull, it takes a Hollywood type to launch 
media blitzes and pretend that something real happens in order to feed the accompanying press. 
One White House Hollywood buddy, Harry Thomason, wasn't in good graces after the 
hullabaloo raised over the President's "$200 haircut," so another producer was needed. Actually, 
the Clinton Administration already had one in its back pocket -- Mort Engelberg, who had put 
together last year's Clinton-Gore campaign bus trips throughout the United States. It was 
Engelberg who set up, among other performances, a "spontaneous" trip through Japanese streets, 
done for the benefit of the cameras. 

The Hollywood touch, commented U.S. News & World Report in its coverage of the 
Tokyo summit, "was most in evidence at Clinton's speech at Waseda University. White House 
media consultant Mort Engelberg helped stage the event and often sounded like he was on a 
studio back lot. He answered his cellular phone: 'Producer's phone.' At one point he lamented 
that the hall where Clinton spoke, a faux Gothic building, bore no Oriental touches. 'This could 
be St. Louis," he griped." 

Engelberg prepped for his Clinton Administration duties as a producer for the movie 
Smokey and the Bandit; now he has graduated to smoke, mirrors, and bandits. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Religious 
Liberty in Crisis 
WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 

In a book about the War on Poverty published in 1969, now-Senator Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan cheerfully acknowledged that American Democracy had become "a process that ... 
deliberately seeks to effect such outcomes as who thinks what, who acts when, who lives where, 
who feels how. That this description no more than defines a totalitarian society is obvious 
enough. But it has come to characterize democratic government as well. I do not resist this 
development." 

The ominous growth of the state's power and presumption has continued since Moynihan 
wrote those words. Those who are serious about the preservation of liberty must vigorously resist 
the relentless advance of the almighty state. That state is not merely indifferent to traditional 
religious values, but aggressively hostile to them. 

When Patrick J. Buchanan told the 1992 GOP Convention that America is in the grip of a 
religious war, the custodians of approved opinion went ballistic. Buchanan was execrated as an 
apostle of intolerance, and the convention itself was depicted as a festival of hatred. The 
"Religious Right," which enjoyed prominence -- but little tangible influence -- at last year's 
Republican convention, was targeted for special opprobrium. 

Foundation of Liberty 

Scarcely a week passes without a warning from the Establishment's opinion cartel about 
the "danger" posed by the Religious Right. Implicit in such journalism is the assumption that 
Christian principles are somehow foreign to, and incompatible with, America's governing 
institutions. But even a cursory acquaintance with the work of America's Founding Fathers will 
lead to a rather different understanding. 

James Madison tidily described the central premises of American liberty: "We have 
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staked the whole future of American civilization, not upon the power of government -- far from 
it. We have staked the future of all of our political institutions ... upon the capacity of each and 
all of us to govern ourselves, to control ourselves, to sustain ourselves according to the Ten 
Commandments of God." Thomas Jefferson, who located the source of human liberty in the 
"Laws of Nature and of Nature's God," was equally emphatic: "... can the liberties of a nation be 
thought secure when we have removed their only firm basis, a conviction in the minds of the 
people that these liberties are of the gift of God? That they are not to be violated but with his 
wrath?" 

Neither Madison nor Jefferson could express such sentiments today without igniting the 
indignation of the secular left, which insists that the First Amendment requires that government 
be kept free of the taint of conventional religion. Conservative Christians and Jews are learning 
that they must surrender their freedom of conscience in order to participate in American politics. 

Christopher Ave, religion writer for the Fort Worth Star-Telegram, observes that 
political leaders who pray and seek guidance from the Bible face increasingly hostile scrutiny: 
"Such methods of making policy have come under increasing attack from First Amendment 
watchdog groups, liberal political organizations, and scholars who say religion and government 
should not mix .... Critics say over-reliance on the Bible or Christianity by elected officials 
violates the doctrine of separation of church and state." 

Barry Lynn, a spokesman for Americans United for the Separation of Church and State, 
explains: "What concerns us is not that people have religious beliefs [but] when they attempt to 
take what are strictly religious bases for policy and impose that on everyone in the community." 
Lynn cites the "three-prong" test devised by the Supreme Court in the 1971 Lemon v. Kurtzman 
decision -- namely, that all government policies must have a secular purpose, neither advance nor 
impede religion, and avoid excessive entanglement of Church and State. According to Lynn, any 
political leader who bases his decisions upon religious values violates the standard set forth in 
the Lemon decision and "is essentially advocating that you defy the Supreme Court." 

It is absurd to believe that responsible, accountable political leaders "defy" the court 
when they seek guidance from a more reliable source. However, it is incontestable that 
secularists like Lynn effectively deify the court by assigning it infallibility in matters of 
Church-State separation. Furthermore, under the standard described by Lynn, committed 
Christians cannot be trusted in positions of public responsibility. This could be construed as 
something akin to a religious test for public office -- a practice forbidden by Article VI of the 
Constitution. 

Lynn is equally insouciant about other constitutional guarantees. He rejects free speech 
arguments that are presented in defense of such practices as student-sponsored and 
student-organized graduation prayer. Insists Lynn, "The problem with [this] free-speech 
argument is that it is largely bogus. Under certain circumstances religious speech must be treated 
differently from other speech. The Constitution distinguishes between religion and other 
activities." Indeed it does, but not in the sense that Lynn suggests: The Founders sought special 
protection for religious freedom and actively encouraged the propagation of religious morality. 
Nothing in the Constitution justifies the religious apartheid championed by the likes of Lynn. 

Lynn seeks to placate the sensibilities of conservatives with patronizing platitudes: "For 
mainstream religious groups in this country, there is a dizzying level of freedom. Contrast what 
we have with communist China, and you will understand religious oppression." Of course, the 
Chinese commissars can point to the state-approved "mainstream" church as an example of their 
religious "tolerance." But the Chinese government actively persecutes as "cultists" those 
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religious organizations and individuals who challenge the state's primacy. Recent developments 
-- the Waco bloodletting being the most prominent example -- suggest that the federal 
government and its apologists are developing a similar hostility to those who believe in a source 
of authority beyond the state. 


While the American Founders labored to create a constitutional republic predicated upon the 
God-given rights of the individual, a strikingly different philosophy was percolating up through 
Europe's intelligentsia. That philosophy was brought to vivid, bloody life in the French 
Revolution. Of that revolution, historian Arnold Toynbee remarked: 

In the Revolution a sinister ancient religion which had been dormant suddenly re-erupted 

with elemental violence. This revenant was the fanatical worship of collective 

human power. The Terror was only the first of the mass-crimes that have been 

committed ... in this evil religion's name. 

In Book Four of his 1761 work The Social Contract, Jean-Jacques Rousseau called the 
worship of collective human power the "civil religion." For Rousseau, the value of religion was 
to be assessed in strictly utilitarian terms: "It matters greatly to the state that each citizen have a 
religion that makes him love his duties." What troubled Rousseau was "disunity" in matters of 
governance; he argued that "whatever destroys social unity is worthless." What was needed, 
according to Rousseau, was a standard, state-prescribed profession of faith -- "one kind of 
theocracy in which there should be no other pontiff but the Prince, nor other priests than the 
magistrates." 

Contending Faiths 

That civil faith was to be untainted by Christianity, according to Rousseau: "The 
dominating spirit of Christianity is incompatible with [my] system [because] the interest of the 
priest would always be stronger than that of the state .... [F]ar from attaching the hearts of the 
citizens to the state, [Christianity] detaches Citizens from all things of the earth; I know of 
nothing more contrary to the social spirit." 

Rousseau contended that the "social spirit" (also known as the "General Will") requires 
"a purely civil profession of faith" composed by the sovereign and intended to fortify the 
sovereign's authority. That "faith" would have nothing to do with revealed truth; it would 
embrace "the sentiments of sociability without which it is impossible to be a good citizen or a 
faithful subject." This mandatory profession of civil "faith" would offer severe penalties for 
apostasy: "If anyone, after publicly acknowledging these dogmas, behaves as though he does not 
believe them, he should be punished by death. He has committed the greatest of crimes, that of 
lying before the law." 

Of all the sins proscribed by Rousseau's civil religion, the most serious was the sin of 
"intolerance." Regrettably, there is much in history that underscores the dangers of religious 
intolerance. However, Rousseau was not at all concerned about the injuries inflicted upon 
individuals because of religious intolerance, but rather that intolerance would threaten the power 
of the sovereign: "Wherever theological intolerance is admitted, it is impossible that it not have 
some civil effect, and as soon as it has any, the sovereign is no longer sovereign." 

Rousseau sought to use the public intolerance of the total state as a remedy for private 
intolerance: "Whoever dares to say, ‘outside of the church there is no salvation,' ought to be 
chased from the state, unless the state be the church, and the prince be the pontiff." 

In a foreshadowing of the approach taken in the United Nations Charter, Rousseau 
guaranteed the security of the private conscience, only to revoke it immediately: "The subjects ... 
owe no account of their opinions to the sovereign except as those opinions are important to the 
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community" (emphasis added). Unaccountable to God for the protection of individual rights, 
Rousseau's state could define impermissible opinions. It is significant that Barry Lynn's 
argument that Christian elected officials cannot properly act upon their convictions harmonizes 
with Rousseau's design. 


In his treatment of religion in Mein Kampf, Hitler adopted Rousseau's language, insisting that 
a political ideology must serve a religious purpose by offering "higher ideals as the sole 
foundation of morality for the masses." The early Nazi policy of Gleichschaltung 
(synchronization) was meant to provide those "higher ideals" by bringing all institutions beneath 
the party's control, including the churches and religious life in general. 

In 1935, the head of the Nazi education ministry wrote, in an article designed for foreign 
consumption, that National Socialism required not only a new politics and a new writing of 
history, but also a new religion. Historian J.S. Conway explains that the Nazis believed 
themselves to be representatives of a "new paganism" leading "a campaign for the abandonment 
of all beliefs belonging to a discredited past." 

The National Socialist faithful regarded their dogma as "higher than the revelation of all 
churches." The Hitler Youth sang an anthem proclaiming "Our flag is the New Age." In 1934, 
Hans Kerrl, Reich and Prussian minister for ecclesiastical affairs, warned recalcitrant clergy that 
they "must march with the people ... [they] must reckon with the fact that a new age has been 
born and that men must be born again." Historian Christine Elizabeth King notes that though the 
Nazis were implacably hostile toward traditional Christian denominations, they were congenial 
to "alternative" sects that "incorporated quasi-pagan myths and rituals and used the now 
politically-acceptable language of 'race, blood, soil and people." 

Nazi Attack on the Church 

Co-opted Christians were encouraged to follow the doctrine of "Positive Christianity" 
which deprived the Gospel of its transcendence and emphasized docile submission to authority. 
Many traditional Evangelicals rebelled against "Positive Christianity" and fled to the 
"Confessing Church"; that denomination proved to be a persistent annoyance to the state during 
the entire Nazi era. In 1936 the leaders of the Confessing Church declared that Christians could 
not subscribe to the state's official anti-Semitism as it was "against the Christian commandment 
to love one's neighbor." Many among the Catholic clergy also condemned the National Socialist 
state as idolatrous. 

The pre-war Nazi leadership knew that it had to be careful in its dealings with refractory 
Christians, lest the party provoke a general rebellion. Thus, the party deployed what Hitler called 
an "iron fist in a velvet glove," encouraging the German population to choose inoffensive pietism 
while isolating conservative Christians. The Evangelicals belonging to the Confessing Church 
were execrated as political reactionaries disguised as Christians who were supposedly using the 
facade of the Evangelical Church to propagate their own political agenda. 

Nazi propaganda portrayed traditionalist Christian leaders as venal, hypocritical, and 
unpatriotic. Notes Conway, "Priests, monks and nuns in particular were accused, among other 
things, of violating the complicated currency regulations, under which no German funds could be 
sent out of the country, even for support of German missionaries abroad." This spurious charge 
of Catholic "money-smuggling" was incessantly repeated in the press, from controlled pulpits, 
and in songs chanted by the Hitler youth. 

The party sought to limit the influence of traditional religion in myriad ways. Catholic 
youth organizations were branded "separatist" and attacked, both rhetorically and physically. 
Church groups of all varieties were forbidden to participate in any "non-religious" activity, such 
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as charitable service. In 1935 Nazi Interior Minister Wilhelm Frick told a Canadian journalist 
that the party "cannot tolerate any attempt to influence youth through seemingly religious 
associations." In short order religious bodies were forbidden to participate in all "non-religious" 
matters. 

As the state's grip tightened on German religious institutions, Nazi propaganda 
emphasized the party's desire to bring "spiritual freedom" to Germany. Conway observes that the 
German populace was taught that "the Nazi Party's drastic limitations of Church activities were 
to be regarded, not as a defeat, but rather as a limitation from a dangerous over-extension of 
ecclesiastical influence into the political arena." The party constantly warned the public to 
beware of divisive "reactionaries" who threatened civic harmony. 

Spectacular charges of sexual impropriety among traditional Christians were also 
common fare of Nazi propaganda. Conway points out that in 1936 and 1937, readers of the Nazi 
press "were regaled with sensational allegations of sexual immorality among the priesthood and 
among members of religious orders. Every possible accusation was made in the full glare of 
Goebbels' publicity. And 'immorality trials,' catering to the more salacious tastes of the masses, 
were staged in the courts and, by ingenious spacing, were made to appear as an unbroken series 
of clerical offenses." 

The Nazis invited the public to help find and punish the religious miscreants. Writes 
Conway, "A great hunt was begun for clerical delinquents in a society honeycombed with 
informers, and offenders who had already been found guilty and punished by their ecclesiastical 
superiors were again dragged out before the public gaze." 

Similar tactics can be found in the arsenal of contemporary secular propagandists. The 
July/August issue of The Humanist contains an article by newspaper editor James A. Haught 
entitled, "The Moralizers: Crooks, Quacks, Kooks, Creeps and Cruds in the Clergy." Seizing 
upon a handful of conspicuous crimes committed by apostate clergy, Haught declares that 
America is witnessing "an ugly tide of sex offenses and other crimes by ministers." Declares 
Haught: 

Old-time religion is having a heyday in America. Its champions seek to dictate behavior 

rules for all of us -- to take away our freedom .... We must fight back .... These 

scumbags are not morally superior to us. In fact, they are inferior, and it is 

insulting for them to tell us how to live. 

Not a word in Haught's creed would have been out of place in a Nazi anti-Christian 
harangue circa 1937. 


The increasingly popular depiction of committed Christians as venal, hypocritical fanatics 
serves the interests of America's civil religion. Rousseau's belief that the prince should be the 
pontiff of the civil religion finds frequent expression by American political commentators. For 
instance, immediately after George Bush's inauguration in 1989, Newsweek proclaimed, "The 
civil religion has found a new vicar." And referring to President Bill Clinton, political 
commentator Mark Shields remarked, "The President is truly our national secular pastor." 

Internal Exile 

Rousseau taught that dissidents from the civil religion should be identified and then 
exiled or liquidated. Few of his American disciples have gone that far -- yet. In a commentary 
delivered on the PBS MacNeil/Lehrer program, Time magazine essayist Roger Rosenblatt 
described the "god in our civil religion" as a "kindly, fair-minded deity" whose "psalms were 
written by Walt Whitman ." That "deity," according to Rosenblatt, looks askance upon 
"intolerance" and excessive wealth and eschews overtly Christian values. 
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Presumably speaking in the name of his ersatz deity, Rosenblatt urged his nationwide 
audience to shun and isolate the Religious Right: "You would think there would be more of a 
national outcry against those who seek to impose religion on government .... Those who would 
corrupt the state with church ought to be out on a limb, alone and insignificant." 

Of course, the Waco bloodletting illustrates the fact that there is no refuge in isolation for 
those found guilty of practicing unsanctioned religions. President Clinton, vicar of the civil 
religion and mediator of the "New Covenant," saw the immolation of the Branch Davidians as an 
object lesson about the dangers of politically incorrect religion. Speaking at an April 20th press 
conference after the slaughter at the Mt. Carmel compound, Mr. Clinton declared: "I hope very 
much that others who will be tempted to join cults and become involved with people like Koresh 
will be deterred by the horrible scenes they have seen .... There is, unfortunately, a rise in this 
sort of fanaticism all over the world. And we may have to confront it again." 


As with so many of our rights, religious liberty is under assault from the federal income tax 
code. In the 1970 Walz. v. Tax Commission decision, the Supreme Court upheld the tax-exempt 
status of religious organizations as a means of minimizing the entanglement between Church and 
State. However, religious organizations that seek to preserve their tax exemptions find 
themselves on the state's tether, particularly with regard to political activism. 

This April the IRS exacted a $50,000 fine from the Reverend Jerry Falwell's Old Time 
Gospel Hour, claiming that the ministry had been improperly involved in politics in 1986 and 
1987. IRS spokesman Frank Keith states that the settlement with Falwell's ministry required that 
Falwell properly "publicize" his fine as a means of "correcting misimpressions" about religious 
tax exemption. The April 7th New York Times reported, "The agreement with the Old Time 
Gospel Hour also requires changes in its organizational structure to prevent future violations." 
So much for the separation of Church and State. 

Double Standards 

The state's partisanship in questions of religious tax exemption is patent. Jesse Jackson's 
1984 and 1988 presidential campaigns were practically run out of black churches; where is the 
IRS in this matter? Why aren't unabashedly leftist religious activists called upon to justify their 
tax exemptions? Why hasn't the IRS seen fit to make life interesting for the Unitarian Church, 
which often functions as little more than a political lobby? 

One of the most remarkable examples of IRS partisanship involves the Church at Pierce 
Creek, an Evangelical congregation in Binghamton, New York. During the last presidential 
campaign the congregation purchased advertisements in USA Today and the Washington Times 
declaiming against Bill Clinton. The ads predicted that Mr. Clinton would vigorously support 
homosexual "rights," abortion on demand, and the distribution of condoms in public schools. 

These ads caught the attention of Americans United for the Separation of Church and 
State. Barry Lynn, whose dubious constitutional scholarship we have already examined, displays 
some of his theological insights regarding the Binghamton congregation: "In this instance the 
Church at Pierce Creek has gone beyond prophetic witness. We feel obligated to call on the IRS 
to act." 

What right does Americans United or the IRS have to define the "prophetic witness" of 
the Church at Pierce Creek? Reverend Daniel Little, the church's pastor, defended the 
anti-Clinton ads as part of his congregation's duty to stand as "watchmen on the gates." 
Immediately after receiving a letter of complaint from Americans United, the IRS began an 
investigation of the Binghamton congregation. According to Little, "They sent us a long, long list 
of the things they wanted us to supply" -- that is, the tax investigation quickly became a federal 
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"fishing expedition." But Little remains unimpressed by Caesar: "I'd much rather face the 
consequences with the IRS than with God." 
The "Criminal" Church 

A class-action lawsuit filed against the Catholic Church in June could radically revise the 
guidelines governing tax exemption for churches. The suit was the first civil action undertaken 
against church officials under the 1970 RICO (Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations) 
Act. It alleges that church officials conspired some 20 years ago to conceal two sexual assaults 
committed by priests upon children. 

Three considerations must be taken into account in this matter. First, unsubstantiated 
accusations of child sexual abuse have come into vogue during the past several years; many of 
those accusations have been directed at religious leaders. Regrettably, church officials enjoy no 
special dispensation from the weaknesses that characterize fallen humanity, and some of those 
accusations are tragically true. But the constant refrain that we must "believe the victims" -- and 
place the burden of proof upon the accused -- is rooted in political opportunism, not a genuine 
desire for justice. 

Second, the RICO statute was originally designed to be used against organized crime. Its 
use against the Catholic Church is defensible only to those who regard the entire institution to be 
criminally corrupt. Americans should rebel at the thought that the courts could designate an 
entire church a criminal enterprise because of the alleged misbehavior of a few communicants or 
leaders. 

Third, the use of high-profile accusations of sexual impropriety among the clergy by the 
Nazis and other totalitarians should not be forgotten. In evaluating the truth of such accusations it 
is important to take into account the probable interests of the state. 

Monsignor Salvatore Adamo, a diocesan priest in Camden, New Jersey, observes, "If the 
RICO charge is vindicated in court, the church could lose its tax exemption." This being the case, 
it is eminently reasonable to inquire, cui bono? Adamo speculates, "I think somewhere in the 
background [of the suit] is a homosexual or a pro-choice advocate. I look at this as part of the 
continuing process to cripple the Catholic Church. If they could besmirch the priesthood, they'll 
have succeeded to a large degree." 

Adamo's suspicions are justified in light of the fact that just a few years ago the Catholic 
Church preserved its tax exemption from a challenge presented by the Abortion Rights 
Mobilization, which demanded that the state punish the Church for its pro-life teachings. Couple 
that unsuccessful suit with the fact that feminist groups are making increasing use of spectacular 
-- and unsubstantiated -- child abuse accusations, and Adamo's speculation appears sound. But 
even if the accusations in the RICO suit have merit, the suit portends evil possibilities for the 
religious freedom of millions of American Christians. 

Political success enjoyed by conservatives will attract the baleful attention of secularists. 
During this spring's New York City school board elections, outrage over the multiculturalist, 
pro-homosexual Rainbow curriculum catalyzed a remarkable coalition of conservative 
Evangelicals, Catholics, Jews, and Muslims. Regrettably, the election results were less than a 
resounding success for the pro-family coalition. Even worse, there were renewed rumblings from 
those who would use the tax code to punish expressions of politically incorrect religious concern 
in the public square. 

On May 17th, the New York Times published a letter from New York University 
professor Jerome Kurtz, who was commissioner of internal revenue from 1977 to 1980. Kurtz 
portentously advised the conservative congregations who had been involved in the school board 
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controversy that their tax exemptions could be revoked: 
The undertaking of these religious groups, directed toward bringing their religious 
convictions to bear on the administration of public schools, is the classic case that 
the Internal Revenue Code's prohibition of religious organizations participating in 
political campaigns is designed to prevent. And it should be prevented. The law 
should be enforced. The IRS ... alone can grant or deny tax exemptions. 
In Kurtz's view, religious congregations can take no refuge in the Constitution; they must 
placate the almighty IRS. 


One strand of the Religious Right believes that churches should be completely emancipated 
from state regulation. In 1983, the Reverend Greg Dixon rounded the Unregistered ChurCh 
Coalition (UCC). That coalition was meant to provide support for those congregations who chose 
not to register as 501(c)(3) tax-exempt organizations. Dixon's explanation for this choice is 
simple: "An exemption that can be granted by the state can be revoked at the state's whim." 

To Dixon and the approximately 100 member congregations of the UCC, the question of 
tax exemption is an issue of church sovereignty: Registration begins a process leading to the 
creation of what Dixon calls "state churches." Dr. Robert McCurry, a constitutional historian, 
explains, "A state church is a church that is recognized by the state, serves the state, provides 
revenue for the state, and serves a public purpose that is not contrary to established public 
policy." In short, it is a church that complies with the dictates of the civil religion. 

Dixon contends, "The church is not to finance the government, nor is the government to 
finance the church. The pulpit must ever be free to cry out against the king." He cites the 
example of the prophet Nathan condemning King David's treachery in committing adultery with 
Bathsheba and conspiring to kill her husband Uriah. 

Paying the Price 

Everett Sileven, pastor of Faith Baptist Church in Louisville, Nebraska, is a longtime 
member of Dixon's coalition. Since entering the ministry in 1978, Sileven has had numerous 
confrontations with the agents of America's civil religion. In the early 1980s, Sileven provoked 
the state by opening a private school in his chapel. The pastor was arrested and his chapel was 
padlocked by state police. 

Sileven is presently serving a one-year prison term in an Illinois federal prison. The 
offense for which Sileven was convicted was officially described as "conspiracy to impede the 
collection of income taxes"; a more accurate description would be "premeditated preaching of 
politically incorrect sermons." 

For many years, Sileven has preached about various political subjects, always seeking a 
biblical perspective on contentious social issues. He has long been critical of the federal income 
tax, considering it to be an unconstitutional scheme of wealth redistribution. He has also been an 
unabashed critic of the Federal Reserve System. Sileven has always urged his congregation to 
obey the law and has never encouraged tax evasion. However, he has suggested that members of 
his congregation should take advantage of existing legal means of minimizing their tax burdens 
-- in short, he has offered advice similar to that offered by most CPAs. 

Those who sought Sileven's advice on tax matters were guided by the principle caveat 
emptor; however ill-conceived that advice may have been, it is difficult to see how it could have 
been considered conspiratorial. However, federal agents monitored Sileven's activities and 
collected some 72 hours' worth of audio tape, including sermons, lectures, and private 
conversations. Those tapes were the main evidence presented at Sileven's trial. 

Sileven recalls that during a recess in his trial an IRS agent accosted him and said, 
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"Brother Sileven, you have figured out the system. Use it, but don't tell other people how to use 
it. If you had not been telling other people how to use it, you probably wouldn't be here." One 
could contend that the First Amendment protects those who offer ill-conceived tax advice and 
preach unconventional religious ideas. Nevertheless Sileven was convicted of "conspiracy" and 
began his term in federal prison on August Sth, 1992. 

Sileven was removed from prison to a federal half-way house on May 27th. On July 29th 
he was told he could serve the last 40 days of his term in home confinement; however, federal 
authorities decided that Sileven was too dangerous to have access to the public. In a recent 
interview Sileven explained, "I was informed by my counselor that [home confinement] was 
being denied because they had reviewed my case and they considered my preaching to be part of 
my criminal activity .... [T]hey would not be willing to let me go back to my home if I was going 
to continue to pastor my church during that time." Sileven has been informed that should he 
continue his ministry following the conclusion of his sentence, he will do so under intense 
government scrutiny: "I am going to have to stick to what the government considers to be 
acceptable gospel." 

While a resident at the half-way house, Sileven meets regularly with a female federal 
"counselor"; these meetings are referred to as "psychological treatment" designed to cure the 
pastor of his anti-social tendencies. The pastor notes that his "counselor" has "said -in so many 
words -- that preaching concerning government activities and policies such as the income tax ... 
would be considered inappropriate and unacceptable." 

To those religious leaders who offer biblical perspectives on contemporary issues, 
Sileven offers this warning: 

I think we're going to see more pastors charged with conspiracy because of what they 

preach .... Conspiracy is defined as nothing more than two people being in the 

same room carrying on a conversation about the same subject, which may be 

unpopular with the government. Preachers need to realize that when they stand at 

their pulpits and say abortion is wicked, and sodomy is wicked, and the social 

security or income tax is wicked, and that people should be doing what is 

righteous, they may be violating the law in the eyes of the government. 

Troubling Possibilities 

Sileven may be guilty of needlessly inviting trouble. His tax advice may be dubious at 
best; his teachings about contemporary issues will not earn the approval of all reasonable people, 
including some conservatives. However, his case does offer some troubling possibilities 
regarding the future of religious liberty. 

Dr. Rousas J. Rushdoony, a respected constitutional scholar and biblical commentator, 
disagrees with the Unregistered Church Coalition's tactics, but agrees with many of its 
conclusions. Rushdoony states that the First Amendment served two compatible purposes: It 
prevented the establishment of a state church and it recognized the institutional sovereignty of 
the churches and protected them from the tyranny of the state. 

In a conversation with THE NEW AMERICAN, Rushdoony observed, "The early 
American clergy wanted no connection that would allow the state to govern them." 
Unfortunately, Rushdoony concludes, "The country being in the evil bind it is in now, there is no 
protection for the church": 

Law is meaningless to judges today. I've heard federal and state judges say they don't 

want people quoting the Constitution in their courtrooms. There are federal 

officials who have said that the First Amendment no longer applies to the 
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churches, because the Sixteenth Amendment [authorizing a federal income tax] 
makes no exceptions. 


During every election year Americans are lectured about their "Democratic duty" to vote. 
Commentators in the media caterwaul about the apathy of the American electorate and lament 
the reluctance of citizens to become involved in civic affairs. During the past five years one 
portion of the population -- the Religious Right -- has become active in local politics. Suddenly 
the same voices that decried apathy a threat to American liberty are condemning the Religious 
Right's civic participation. 

Since 1988, the Religious Right has been involved in literally thousands of state and local 
elections throughout the country, particularly school board elections. By diligently working to 
turn out the conservative vote, and by speaking persuasively about matters of common concern, 
the Religious Right has had substantial success -- enough to earn the compliment of being 
branded enemies of "democracy." 

Peeved PTA 

So unsettled is the national PTA by the Religious Right's successes that it has dusted off 
and republished its "Guide to Extremism," first circulated 30 years ago to poison the public mind 
against the John Birch Society. Arnold Fege, director of Government Relations for the National 
PTA, describes religious conservatives as "people who are anti-democratic, who really want to 
impose their values on the rest of the community without their knowledge." 

Last November, candidates approved by the Christian Right acquired a voting majority 
on the school board in Vista, California (a suburb of San Diego). Suddenly, through the 
questionable miracle of CNN, that school board became the cynosure of world attention. Michael 
Hudson of the leftist group People for the American Way described the Vista victory as part of 
"the Religious Right's takeover attempt of school boards" and said that it exemplified "what to 
fear and what to expect if the Religious Right takes control." 

Public criticism of "fundamentalists" has been accompanied with more tangible forms of 
hostility. In many American communities, devoutly religious traditionalists have had to endure 
physical assaults, vandalism, the desecration of houses of worship, and in some cases persecution 
at the hands of state authorities. Chuck MclIlhenny, a pastor in San Francisco, was the target of 
death threats and his home and rectory were fire-bombed by homosexual activists. McIlhenny's 
offense had been to remain steadfast in his biblical beliefs regarding sexual morality. 

During last winter's "World AIDS Day," Denver's Basilica of the Immaculate Conception 
was desecrated by homosexuals distraught over Colorado's passage of Amendment Two, which 
forbade the state to confer civil rights status upon the crime against nature. In Oregon, death 
threats against Evangelical Christians were among the tactics used by opponents of Measure 
Nine, an initiative similar to Colorado's Amendment Two. 

Two independent ministers in Louisville, Kentucky have been repeatedly persecuted by 
state authorities. They had refused to comply with a state law requiring that all religious 
organizations be publicly licensed. The ministers have been fined and imprisoned; their houses 
of worship have been broken into by law enforcement officials. Recently the church buildings 
have been seized; one has been sold at public auction. 

Other congregations have experienced similar persecution. In Fort Collins, Colorado, a 
Christian minister and his congregation were prosecuted and fined and their bank accounts were 
seized by the state government. That congregation had committed a sin against political 
correctness by purchasing newspaper ads in opposition to a proposed municipal homosexual 
"rights" ordinance. 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


Those Americans who believe that the religious "mainstream" is genuinely interested in 
religious liberty should keep in mind the following episode: In June 1984, the Soviets played 
host to a 266-member delegation from the National Council of Churches, which toured 14 Soviet 
cities and visited numerous state-approved churches. According to one member of the American 
NCC delegation, prior to the group's arrival in the Soviet Union they had been sternly instructed 
"not to do anything that might insult our Soviet hosts." The June 21, 1984 New York Times 
reported that the delegation offered "praise for the status of religion in the Soviet Union and 
condemnation of the United States' role in the arms race." The American clerics happily 
participated in the familiar Potempkin tour and dutifully recited the Soviet party line for 
publication; their perjured testimonies were gleefully published in Soviet periodicals to prove to 
the captive population that it was "free." 

Nasty Incident 

Although the NCC representatives offered nothing but praise for the Soviet government 
and the state-controlled churches, they did take issue with one unsanctioned display of religious 
conviction. New York Times writer Seth Mydans recorded, "Leaders of the [NCC] group ... 
voiced irritation that the harmony of their visit had been marred when two demonstrators, 
demanding religious freedom, held up banners during a Baptist church service." 

The protesters, who were trying to attract public attention to the plight of Baptists who 
were being persecuted for worshipping in unregistered congregations, held aloft signs declaring, 
"This is not a free church." A scuffle ensued in which the protesters were dragged bodily from 
the chapel. Bruce Rigdon of the McCormick Theological Seminary in Chicago, who led the NCC 
delegation, expressed offense at the protest and admiration for the Soviet authorities who 
suppressed it: "They [the protesters] were asked to leave and they were conducted out by 
members of the congregation. We believe they are free. I understand that in the United States a 
situation like this would have been handled by the police." 

McCormick's remarks were intended to mislead. However, it is not inconceivable that in 
the near future American police authorities will be "handling" many more religious matters; of 
course, even as such developments occur the "mainstream" religious leaders will be on hand to 
assure the concerned public that they are still "free." 

Americans cannot be too jealous of religious liberty. If freedom of religion is vanquished 
in America, where will future pilgrims find sanctuary? 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Divisive 
Diversity 

The Disuniting of America: Reflections on a Multicultural Society, by Arthur M. 
Schlesinger Jr., New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1992, 160 pages, hardcover, $15.95. 

Francis X. Gannon, in his Biographical Dictionary of the Left, notes that whenever 
Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. writes, "he is making a special plea for socialism, for planned 
economy, for fallacious Keynesian economics, for the welfare state, for judicial usurpation of 
legislative powers and judicial sociological and economic reforms, and for people's democracy." 
As we shall see, Schlesinger's new book is no exception. 

The Disuniting of America is a "mixed bag." It is apparent that the author has learned 
little and forgotten nothing, to paraphrase an old aphorism. He is still enamored of the ideology 
that has guided him throughout his life, that social-democratic liberalism that reigned supreme in 
America after 1933 and that reached its pinnacle in the JFK-LBJ era. But he is alarmed at the 
signs of decay and discord that have, in his view, begun to permeate contemporary American 
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academic, political, and cultural life. In passing, we note that conservatives detected such signs 
decades ago and counted the writings and activities of Mr. Schlesinger among them. 
False Notions 

Schlesinger invariably argues the case against extreme multiculturalism on the basis of a 
number of false premises: 1) that the United States was founded for the purpose of bestowing on 
everyone living here equality of opportunity, guaranteed by the federal government; 2) that it 
was intended, from the start, to be a "melting pot" of all the nationalities and creeds found 
throughout the world; and 3) that all of these new arrivals can be counted on ultimately to 
forsake their former heritage and loyalties and voluntarily to blend together to become a new 
breed called "Americans." In Schlesinger's view, that was more or less what always happened 
until quite recently. As I have said, these are false propositions, or perhaps to state it more 
accurately, they are propositions based on a combination of falsity and half-truths. 

A study of the writings of the Founding Fathers, for instance, makes it plain that they 
held no notions that America was created through enormous struggle and sacrifice to be a 
"melting pot" of every nationality and creed existing on the face of the earth, or that every U.S. 
resident should have government guarantees requiring that, in every place and under every 
condition, he be treated equally with everyone else (except, of course, in matters pertaining to 
law). Schlesinger is correct, as far as he goes, in saying that it was the belief of the Founders that 
those who did choose to come here had to give up all previous loyalties and become Americans 
through-and-through and also that the country itself must remain, as he puts it, "one people, a 
common culture, a single nation." And for those who may not know, let us stipulate that 
democracy, equality, television-addiction, rock "music," happiness-mania, and "rights" to 
abortion, pornography, government handouts, and so forth may comprise a vulgar, liberal version 
of modern American culture, but they are as far as anything can possibly be from what the 
Founding Fathers had in mind. The Founding Fathers' "common culture" was European in 
outlook, customs, and language; and Christian in religion, morality, and ethical standards. 

Those Founders who did express themselves on the question of immigration insisted that 
the only sure way of achieving "one people, a common culture, a single nation" was by limiting 
the incoming flow to people who already possessed, substantially speaking, a common culture -- 
that is, the culture rooted in the Greco-Roman-Christian-Hebraic synthesis which is the basis of 
this nation's heritage. While Schlesinger avoids mention of any of this, he hints, albeit slightly, at 
the difficulties inherent in the immigration problem: "Making a single society out of this 
diversity of antagonistic European peoples is a hard enough job. The new salience of 
non-European, nonwhite stocks compounds the challenge." Apart from that comment, he is silent 
in this regard. 

"Cult of Ethnicity" 

At this time -- unfortunately in Schlesinger's opinion (and in our opinion, but for different 
reasons) -- the radical type of liberalism dominant today insists that all of the members of the 
races, creeds, and nationalities that immigrate to the U.S. or who have lived here for decades or 
centuries, place emphasis not on "Americanizing" themselves but on their cultural differences -- 
what the author calls the "cult of ethnicity." This displeases the author since it will not help to 
build a lasting democracy, world peace, and a better welfare state. In other words, it does not 
support the Rooseveltian-Kennedyesque "ideals" to which Schlesinger firmly adheres. 

Yet, these political proclivities are not obvious everywhere in the book. Consider the 
following paragraph, for example: 

In 1974, after testimony from ethnic spokesmen denouncing the melting pot as a 
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conspiracy to homogenize America, Congress passed the Ethnic Heritage Studies 

Program Act -- a statute that, by applying the ethnic ideology to all Americans, 

compromised the historic right of Americans to decide their ethnic identity for 

themselves. The act ignored those millions of Americans -- surely a majority -- 

who refused identification with any particular ethnic group. The ethnic upsurge (it 

can hardly be called a revival because it was unprecedented) began as a gesture of 

protest against the Anglocentric culture. It became a cult, and today it threatens to 

become a counterrevolution against the original theory of America .... 

This reviewer, for one, would be proud to join Mr. Schlesinger in heaping epitheta 
opprobria on the fashionable "cult of ethnicity," were it not for the fact that he gives his hearty 
approval to even more odious and damaging "cults." The worst of these, the cult of "white guilt," 
he embraces with unalloyed enthusiasm. "One can sympathize," he writes, "with W.E.B. Du 
Bois's rage after reading white histories of slavery and Reconstruction...." He argues in a similar 
vein that "the cruelty with which white Americans have dealt with black Americans has been 
compounded by the callousness with which white historians have dealt with black history." 
Finally, he declaims that "belated recognition by white America of the wrongs so viciously 
inflicted on black Americans has created the phenomenon of white guilt -- not a bad thing in 
many respects ..." (emphasis added). Clearly, Schlesinger does not grasp that a healthy and sane 
society cannot be maintained if a majority of its members are made to wallow in false, collective 
guilt over past lapses (some of which never took place) of ancestors who have been dead for 
decades or centuries. False guilt is the mother of a host of teratisms, including all that 
Schlesinger decries in his book. Schlesinger, however, refuses to acknowledge that he cannot 
have it both ways. 

Ludicrous Frauds 

The Disuniting of America is most helpful in its exposure of certain outrages that are 
currently being perpetrated in the name of history in some colleges and universities. Among 
these are fraudulent notions about the origins of our civilization. They are based on outlandish 
fantasies of "great African civilizations," ruled by "great kings," that allegedly flourished ages 
before those of the ancient Greeks and Romans and that were unmatched anywhere in the world. 
These, according to this politically correct mythology, were destroyed and plundered, first by 
"Moorish invaders" and then by evil Europeans, who, because of their "greed and imperialistic 
goals," wiped from the face of the earth all traces of Central African civilizations. Moreover, the 
wicked Europeans, under the aegis of the ancient Greeks, purloined all the great secrets of 
science, mathematics, philosophy, medicine, art, architecture, and everything else from the 
Africans. Africa is portrayed, in these fanfaronades of whimsicality, as a veritable cradle of 
civilization. 

Supposedly, too, Europeans have always lied about the savagery of Africans, so as to 
make slavery more palatable. To the reply by scholars that slavery already existed in Africa 
before the Europeans arrived, the myth mongers respond that while this is true, slavery was then 
more a "humane and kindly servitude." 

Were it not that this lunacy is being injected, full strength, into the minds of gullible 
young people -- already so ill-educated that many cannot find the Pacific Ocean or their own 
country on maps of the world -- the patent balderdash just cited might possibly evoke feelings of 
unrestrained mirth. However, combined in a witches brew of bald lies about "white guilt," and in 
the present atmosphere of thought-controlling "political correctness," it becomes a potent, even 
explosive, concoction with which to poison the minds of, and set off unnecessary factiousness 
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among, the uninformed of all races. I would add that this factiousness will then be used to justify 
a spate of new federal controls on all Americans, along with the discarding of traditional 
American liberties. 

The author notes one case involving the undermining of traditional Americanism in 
academia: 

When a student sent a memorandum to the "diversity education committee" at the 

University of Pennsylvania mentioning her "deep regard for the individual," a 

college administrator returned the paper with the word individual underlined: 

"This is a red flag phrase today, which is considered by many to be racist. 

Arguments that champion the individual over the group ultimately privileges [sic] 

the 'individuals' belonging to the largest or dominant group." 

Division and Cohesion 

With respect to divisiveness, Schlesinger remarks that militants now insist that only 
blacks fully comprehend the black experience, that only "Hispanics" appreciate the "Hispanic" 
experience, and that only women know what women have endured. Consequently, only blacks 
must be allowed to teach black-related subjects, only "Hispanics" to teach courses related to their 
racial history, and only women to inculcate feminism among other women. "True diversity,’ 
according to the faculty's Budget Committee at the University of California at Berkeley," 
Schlesinger writes, "requires that courses match the ethnic and gender identities of the 
professors." 

Schlesinger argues another of his key points persuasively: "The question America 
confronts as a pluralistic society is how to vindicate cherished cultures and traditions without 
breaking the bonds of cohesion -- common ideals, common political institutions, common 
language, common culture, common fate -- that hold the republic together." Delete the word 
"pluralistic" and we can all doubtless agree with him in this statement, especially that bonds of 
cohesion, and common ideals, language, culture, and political institutions must be preserved. On 
the other hand, judging from this book and from the author's life, we vigorously disagree with 
him about the nature of America's great heritage. 

After having spent a lifetime seeking to eviscerate the American Republic, Schlesinger is 
apparently irritated at the outcome. In fact, he is downright peeved that Roosevelt-Kennedy 
liberalism is being carried to its terminal point -- its logical conclusion. Perhaps he believed that 
time would stop, that 1961 would go on forever, as if youth is eternal. He recognizes now, with 
much pain it seems, that his 1960s "dream" has become a 1990s nightmare. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Battling the 
Orwellian Educrats 

Back to Basics Reform... or Skinnerian International Curriculum? by Charlotte T. 
Iserbyt, 1985 (new printing, 1993)), 48 pages, paperback, $7.00. Available from Charlotte 
Iserbyt, 1062 Washington Street, Bath, ME, 04530. Postage and handling included. 

Educating for the New World Order, by Beverly K. Eakman, Portland, OR: Halcyon 
House, 1991, 280 pages, paperback, $19.95. Available from General Birch Services Corp., P.O. 
Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $2.00 for postage and handling. 

Outcome-Based Education: Redefining the School, Wayne Wolf, Des Moines, Iowa: 
Free World Research, 1993, 4 pages, tabloid, $10.00 for 100 copies. Available from FWR 
Report, P.O. Box 4633, Des Moines, IA 50306. 

If conservatives had listened to Charlotte Iserbyt's warnings and read her book seven 
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years ago, America might not now be facing the imminent imposition of a Soviet-style system of 
education -- complete with a national curriculum, national testing, national teacher certification, 
and a national educational computer data base -- by the federal government on all schools, public 
and private. A senior policy adviser in the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement from 1981 to 1983, Iserbyt was one of the first to blow the whistle 
on the 1985 and 1988 U.S.-Soviet education exchange agreements that gave official U.S. 
sanction to collaboration between the mind controllers of the Soviet Ministry of Education and 
American change agents at the Carnegie Corporation, the American Council of Learned 
Societies, and other U.S. organizations. Besides initiating new ventures, those agreements 
expanded U.S.-Soviet educational research and exchange projects that had already been 
underway for many years. 

Central Control 

Even more alarming, however, than the mind-melding of top U.S. educationists with their 
counterparts in the totalitarian Soviet school system is the development of a centralized, federally 
directed and controlled educational system that can dictate educational policy for the entire 
nation. We are fast approaching that state. In Back To Basics Reform ... or Skinnerian 
International Curriculum?, \serbyt presents compelling evidence to show that a coterie of social 
engineers in the major tax-exempt foundations and federal and state governments has been 
actively working on a hidden agenda "to manipulate and control Americans from birth to death 
using the educational system as the primary vehicle for bringing about planned social, political 
and economic change." This planned change, she notes, is being brought about "through the 
radical transformation of America's classrooms from places of traditional cognitive/ academic 
learning, where intellectual and academic freedom flourish, into experimental laboratories for 
psychological (attitude and value) change, using modern technology (the computer for 
individualized instruction and for administrative management systems) in conjunction with the 
totalitarian theories of Professor B. F. Skinner and other less well-known social engineers." 

With knowledge gained from years of research, from networking with other education 
experts such as Barbara Morris and Ann Herzer, and from her own experience in the bowels of 
the education bureaucracy in Washington, DC, Iserbyt has been able to assemble the myriad and 
seemingly desultory pieces of bewildering education policies and programs into a coherent 
mosaic. A truly frightening picture emerges. Twisting through the confusing maze of federal 
education agencies, bureaus, programs, grants, and contracts runs a unifying thread, all leading 
toward the institution of a centrally controlled, computer-based system of schooling employing 
the operant conditioning techniques of behavioral psychologist B.F. Skinner. Deceptive and 
psychologically manipulative courses, curricula, teaching methods, and textbooks, running under 
the label of Mastery Learning, Competency-Based Learning, or Outcome-Based Education, are 
replacing the traditional academic curriculum and causing havoc throughout the country as 
millions of students are purposely being dumbed down. 

Dr. Skinner's well-known antipathy for freedom, Christianity, and traditional moral 
values apparently qualified him for federal funding galore. And not for him only, but for 
like-minded colleagues Ernest Boyer, Theodore Sizer, John Goodlad, Jerome Bruner, Mortimer 
Adler, Benjamin Bloom, Ethna Reid, David Hornbeck, et al, as well. Operating through a vast 
network of interlocking laboratories, research facilities, universities, think tanks, foundations, 
and agencies, these mandarins of the so-called educational, psychological, and sociological 
"sciences" have seized control of the educational system. Iserbyt shows how organizations such 
as the Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction, the National Diffusion Network, Kelwyn, Inc., 
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the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the Center for Educational Research 
and Innovation, the International Association for Evaluation of Educational Achievement, the 
World Institute for Computer-Assisted Teaching, the National Education Association, UNESCO, 
and the National Assessment of Educational Progress have been functioning for decades as 
conduits for the promotion of an international Skinnerian curriculum designed to program 
American children to embrace a socialist, one-world government. This slim but power-packed 
book has just been reprinted and is available to help parents and educators make sense out of the 
baffling planned chaos engulfing our schools. 

The Schools vs. Anita Hoge 

Likewise, Beverly Eakman's Educating for the New World Order renders invaluable aid 
to those seeking answers to the who, what, how, and why of our educational woes. Centering on 
the experiences of the Garrett and Anita Hoge family of West Alexander, Pennsylvania, 
Eakman's book will strike a familiar chord with hundreds of thousands of parents. In 1981, the 
Hoges learned that all was not well in the schools of their rural community. Their children began 
coming home emotionally disturbed and having nightmares. In their classes they were subjected 
to traumatic "games," morbid lessons, and privacy-invading surveys. Field trips to cemeteries, 
assignments to write obituaries, and gruesome role-playing exercises supplanted normal course 
work and homework in English, math, and science. Even more unsettling than the bizarre 
classroom activities, though, was the runaround the Hoges got when they went to school officials 
to seek answers. 

Receiving no satisfaction at the local level, the Hoges went to the state level. One of the 
most troubling activities they had encountered in their children's schooling was a "test" called the 
Educational Quality Assessment (EQA), put out by the Pennsylvania Department of Education. 
Even though their son had been subjected to this invasive assessment that tested him on personal 
feelings, opinions, and home life, as parents they were denied access to the test. Rather than 
caving in to the apparently intractable bureaucracy, however, the Hoges -- especially Anita -- 
dug in. Anita found that the state EQA was connected to another test at the federal level called 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). The tests were primarily attitudinal in 
nature, and it was clear that they were "set up in such a way as to bring in psychologically 
manipulative curricula to correct 'wrong' answers." This was the hook Anita Hoge was looking 
for. Federal law prohibits the federal government from exercising 

direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of instruction, administration or 
personnel of any educational institution, school, or school system, or over the 

selection of library resources, textbooks, or other printed or published 

instructional materials by any educational institution or school system .... 

She had caught the federal and state governments flagrante delicto violating federal law, 
and she was not about to let them get away with it unchallenged. Anita took the battle not only to 
the state capital, but to Washington, DC as well. Along the way, she became one of the 
best-informed and most effective activists in the country on educational issues. By studying the 
works of the leading education gurus she was able to master the daunting rhetoric that most 
parents find incomprehensible and intimidating. 

By studying the computer codes of state and federal education reports and contracts, she 
was able to learn the coding system and gain access to a wealth of incriminating evidence. Like 
Charlotte Iserbyt, she discovered that her local school district and her state educational system 
were completely entangled in a web of federal entities and private institutions committed to an 
agenda that was leading all schools into a system of national (then international) mind control. 
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Anita Hoge became familiar with the important roles played by the Center for Education 
Statistics, the Elementary and Secondary Integrated Data System, the International Education 
Achievement Association, the Joint Dissemination Review Panel, the Cooperative 
Accountability Project, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and a host of other 
collectivist organizations. 

To parents across the country who are battling outcome-based education in all its 
nefarious forms, Anita Hoge has become an inspirational mentor and a treasured resource. 
Educating for the New World Order is indispensable reading for those who truly intend to 
understand and intelligently fight the Orwellian mind controllers. 

OBE Primer 

Wayne Wolf heads up what is known as the "Iowa Group" and is publisher of the Free 
Word Research Report, which has printed some of the best information available on OBE and 
other educational issues. His special report, Outcome-Based Education: Redefining the School, 
is effectively designed for mass distribution in an inexpensive, tabloid newsprint format. 
Focusing primarily on the works of leading OBE theorist William Spady, this special report is an 
excellent primer for school board members, parents, legislators, and educators. It defines and 
explains Spady's terms for the three types of OBE: Traditional, Transitional, and 
Transformational. 

The important role of behavioral psychologist Benjamin Bloom's Taxonomy of 
Educational Objectives is also well delineated, as is OBE's lineage to Bloom's disastrous 
Mastery Learning programs. Wolf cites the studies in the professional education literature 
concerning the tragic OBE-Mastery Learning experiments in Chicago, Minnesota, and Colorado. 
He ably exposes the fallacies and the common deceptions used by the OBE-ML champions to 
hawk their wares to unsuspecting teachers, administrators, and parents. This concise, hard-hitting 
report can awaken many somnambulating Americans and entice them to read the longer Iserbyt 
and Eakman works that are so necessary to an understanding of the dangerous trap into which we 
are falling. 

Truth and Light 

A thorough system of brainwashing of the young is essential to the establishment and 
maintenance of any totalitarian form of government. It is clear that in outcome-based education 
the mind manipulators have devised such a system and are aggressively pushing it on American 
children, parents, and schools. They know that once they have reached the younger generation 
and replaced loyalty to God, family, and country with loyalty to Mother Earth, cosmic 
consciousness, and the Global Community, their Brave New World Order will be assured. Those 
perverse plans can be upset with the truth and light contained in these publications. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


ECONOMICS Russia's Ruble 
Rumble 

On Saturday, July 24, 1993, the Russian central bank, under its chairman Victor 
Gerashchenko, pulled one of the classic monetary stunts of recent memory. During the calm of 
the weekend, Boris Yeltsin's vacation, and Finance Minister Boris Fyodorov's visit to the United 
States, the Russian central bank issued a decree invalidating all currency minted or printed from 
1961 to the present. Citizens were allowed to change only 35,000 of their old rubles -- the 
equivalent of about $35 -- into the new. Citizens were given two weeks to turn in all of their old 
money. 

The reasons the central bank gave for calling in the ruble were the need to halt runaway 
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inflation, to flush out large holdings of illegal cash held by "criminals," to make future 
counterfeiting of currency more difficult, and to drive home the point that all republics in the 
ruble zone are subject to the decrees of the Russian central bank. 

Strangely, this currency switch came just weeks after the "independent" central bank had 
agreed with the finance minister to reduce monetary creation -- which increased prices by 2,500 
percent in 1992 -- to a modest five percent annual rate of credit creation. 

Some of the reasons used to justify the currency conversion are similar to those 
developed by the U.S. government to explain its own plans to alter our currency. Former 
Congressman Ron Paul and others have spent the better part of a decade trying to alert the public 
to the plans of the U.S. Treasury to issue a new currency that will supposedly be more difficult to 
counterfeit. 

However, the Russian action seems much more extreme when compared to any currency 
conversion contemplated here and also seems to have caught observers by surprise. The 
International Monetary Fund and the Group of Seven industrialized nations (which just extended 
approximately $28 billion in emergency aid and loans to Russia), the U.S. Treasury, the Russian 
Parliament, and the Russian Finance Ministry were apparently caught flat footed. In fact, serious 
fissures within the Russian government were revealed by this extraordinary event. It appears that 
not even Finance Minister Boris Fyodorov or President Boris Yeltsin were informed of the move 
before hand. 

Fyodorov called the move "senseless and stupid" and claimed that Kremlin holdover 
Viktor Gerashchenko was using "Stalinist" methods deliberately to destabilize the Yeltsin 
regime. 

Yeltsin, on the other hand, sought a compromise among the warring factions by 
extending the deadline for conversion and increasing the amount that could be convened to about 
$90. Still, the Russian president did not attack the currency conversion on principle. He 
obviously still believes that the Russian government has the right to cheat its people at will. 
Yeltsin merely haggled over the terms of the robbery. Perhaps that is what is so extraordinary 
about this event. It was not just a currency conversion similar to actions in Argentina or Italy 
where the zeros were knocked off the currency. The Russian government so limited the 
conversion that it was more an act of outright confiscation. 

One must conclude from the action that either the Russian government is completely 
uncoordinated in monetary policy, with reformers and hardliners each protecting their own turf 
and acting completely on their own without consulting each other, or the whole episode is an 
elaborate ruse of the "good cop, bad cop" genre. Either way, the Russian people have been 
cheated, while the Russian bureaucracy keeps getting aid from the West. 

Ironically, the damage may not prove to be too bad for the average Russian. The inflation 
rate has been so high that it is hard to imagine that many Russian citizens were sitting on large 
hoards of cash when the conversion was announced. With the value of the ruble falling so 
rapidly, most probably realized that cash was not good to hold and converted their rubles to gold, 
cigarettes, jeans -- anything desirable and exchangeable that would not rapidly lose value. Still, 
there were reports of long lines of bewildered Russians waiting to exchange their rubles. 

While the central bank's main argument for the "call-in" was the need to halt runaway 
inflation and the criminal use of the currency, since the government and the central bank are the 
sole source of inflation, it is hard to see how cheating the Russian public can be construed as 
stopping inflation. If the Russian government wants to stop inflation, then it should quit inflating 
the currency. If the Russian government is opposed to criminal activity, how can it justify 
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stealing the wealth of the entire nation by canceling the currency? 

There is evidence that hardline communists are hoping hyperinflation will so erode the 
social fabric and confidence in the supposedly new democratic forces that the communists will 
then have the opportunity to take power under the guise of saving the nation from disintegration. 
Many communists do remain in important positions of power. Moreover, the Russian 
government is getting advice from U.S. intellectuals who believe in central bank manipulation, 
not a gold-backed currency. 

What the whole Russian situation boils down to is a classic example of what is wrong 
with central banking. If the bank is "independent," then it is not accountable to the people or to 
other governmental institutions. If it is not independent, then it is subject to political pressure to 
inflate the currency, and thus becomes an instrument of income redistribution. The central bank 
in effect becomes the force to re-elect whoever is in power. 

Central bankers constantly face a serious problem that is common to all socialist central 
planning efforts: They don't know how much money is the "right" amount, nor do they know the 
"right" price (interest rate) for lending. Neither can a government know (for example) the right 
number of shoes to produce, what styles will sell, and what price to charge for a pair of shoes. 
And if the government cannot manage the shoe market successfully, how can it manage the 
money markets correctly, since money markets are infinitely more complex than the shoe (or any 
other) industry? Since money markets are so critical to the economy (money and interest rates 
can impact almost every economic decision), the danger to the economy by the miscalculation of 
central planners is always great. Only the free market, operating in accordance with the laws of 
supply and demand, can set the proper price or the proper interest rate. 

Russia's economic morass provides a classic example of a government hyper-inflating the 
currency and then punishing the people for the acts of the government. It is criminal activity on a 
grand scale, with the government stealing from everyone who depends upon it. It is a lesson 
worth remembering: Government, when it has the power to manipulate money, will manipulate it 
for the advantage of those in power, and will pillage the people. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


THE CULTURE WAR 


Values Eroding 
A new Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll has found that Americans of all political 
persuasions now agree that social values are eroding and that the decline of the family is at the 
heart of the problem. According to this survey, about half the population blames financial 
problems for the breakup of families, while the other half cites moral decay. 
Out-of-Wedlock Births 
The number of out-of-wedlock births is soaring, according to a new federal report. Last 
year, single women ages 18 to 44 accounted for about 24 percent of the four million births in the 
United States. A decade ago, the percentage was 15. 
College Indoctrination 
An increasing number of colleges and universities are adopting feminist and "gay" 
studies programs. The goal of the feminists is "nothing short of revolutionary," reports the 
Washington Times. "It's a nationwide movement, closely related to multiculturalism in the 
public schools," said Deborah Rosenfelt, a professor of women's studies at the University of 
Maryland. "Multiculturalism in public schools is focused on race and ethnicity. At the university 
level, it began in women's studies, with some intersections of race and ethnicity." 
Meanwhile, in a related development, San Francisco State this fall becomes the first 
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four-year university to offer a formal program of courses on "gay, lesbian, and bisexual culture." 
At least 45 other colleges and universities have added some courses of this kind in the last 
several years. 

Blacks and "Gays" 

A New York Times report says black people generally reject the notion that the fight for 
special rights and protections for homosexuals is similar to their own quest for civil rights. "A lot 
of blacks are upset that the feminist movement has pimped off the black movement," explained 
Lou Palmer, a black radio talk-show host in Chicago. "Now here comes the gay movement. 
Blacks resent it very much, because they do not see a parallel..." 

Liberal Excuses 

You had to wonder how liberals were going to explain why they weren't able to end 
homelessness, cure AIDS, clean up the air and water, stop war, and basically usher in the utopian 
millennium as they have been promising to do if they ever got control of the levers of power. 
Well, here we are in 1993 and liberals have control of virtually every major cultural institution, 
the U.S. House of Representatives, the U.S. Senate, and the White House. But utopia is nowhere 
to be found. In fact, the world seems to have changed little -- and certainly not for the better. 

Explanations? There are no shortage of those. The Los Angeles Times offered an 
enlightening front-page report on July 6th headlined, "Liberals Fear Further Loss of Political 
Clout." It explained, in effect, that Bill Clinton is not really a liberal. Though liberals worked on 
his behalf, it seems that Mr. Clinton is actually only interested in catering to the middle class, not 
the poor. His programs, Times political writer Robert Shogan said, amount to little more than 
"trickle-down" liberalism. And, according to this story, liberals are fearful that they will become 
convenient scapegoats for the President's inevitable failures. 

The problem, you see, is that Mr. Clinton isn't redistributing enough wealth. He is not 
moving fast enough and pushing hard enough on his liberal social agenda -- "gays" in the 
military, public financing for abortion on demand, socialized medicine, condoms in the schools, 
needle giveaways, etc. 

But Representative Pat Schroeder's (D-CO) explanation for what is going wrong is even 
more entertaining. She is floating thai balloons for what we call the "world chaos theory." Why 
can't Bill Clinton govern? Easy. Something has happened in the last few months that has created 
upheaval all over the world and left everybody in a grumpy mood. "I wonder if the world is 
governable in any country," says the Colorado Democrat. "I haven't spoken to any leader in any 
country who's having fun." 

Schroeder offers that trying to make decisions today is "like nailing Jell-O to the wall. 
We're like a planet with an attitude. Everyone's surly." People should, therefore, be a little more 
understanding of President Clinton and basically give him a break. 

"You can't fault Clinton for not having an absolute road map to the future," she says. 

No Need for God? 

Millions of young Americans are teaching their children about right and wrong without 
any reference to God, according to a recent report in the Los Angeles Times. But even the most 
vociferous proponents of ethical secularism admit they have a problem explaining the basis of 
their philosophy. Mona Field of Los Angeles says she teaches her daughters a moral standard 
"based on what is good for people." In practical terms, it is a non-religious version of the Golden 
Rule: "We don't treat people in ways we wouldn't want to be treated." 

However, when asked what the source and motivation of such altruism is, Field says: "I 
can't explain it. It probably has to do with [my] Jewish heritage ... with [the call to] heal the 
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world. I was raised that way. It was just the right thing to do, so you did it." 
Spock's Second Thoughts 

Dr. Benjamin Spock, a pioneer in permissive childrearing, now says parents must set 
limits on their children's behavior, particularly when it come to sexual matters. "Sexuality has 
lost a lot of its spiritual aspects," Spock said on his 90th birthday recently. "In trying to make sex 
seem more natural and less scary, as it was in my childhood many years ago, we leaned over 
backward and have forgotten to emphasize that sexuality has as much to do with spiritual matters 
as the physical and mental." 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


Exposing the NEA 

If you thought a crucifix submerged in urine was repulsive, hold on to your seats! The 
controversial National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) has now been caught underwriting an 
"artist" whose photographs feature dismembered bodies, dead fetuses, and a man hammering a 
nail into his nostril. The NEA also subsidized a New York Museum which staged an exhibit that 
included images of urination, excrement, fecal material, and Jesus Christ made up to look like a 
woman with exposed breasts. 

The nature of the photographs proved so embarrassing that House Speaker Tom Foley 
(D-WA) intervened to prevent opponents of the NEA from staging an exhibit of them on Capitol 
Hill. Eventually, the Christian Action Network (CAN) organized the exhibit for members of 
Congress and the press at the office of Representative Philip Crane (R-IL), a staunch opponent of 
the NEA who wants to de-fund the agency. 

CAN President Martin Mawyer said Representatives Tom Foley, Dan Rostenkowski 
(D-IL), and Sydney Yates (D-IL) all worked behind the scenes to keep the material from being 
viewed anywhere on Capitol Hill. 

Mawyer noted that the U.S. Senate had voted to deny a patent to the United Daughters of 
the Confederacy because it was judged offensive to black Americans. Yet, he said, the Senate 
voted just a few days later to restore $4.3 million eliminated by the House to the NEA -"an 
agency which encourages through federal subsidies those who openly mock, ridicule, and 
blaspheme Christian Americans in the name of free speech." That additional money brought the 
NEA budget back up to its proposed budget of $176 million. 

A Step Too Far 

The NEA has long been embroiled in controversy over its funding of morally offensive 
artists. The photograph of the crucifix in urine symbolizes the blasphemous and anti-Christian 
turn that the National Endowment for the Arts has taken over the years. This time, however, the 
NEA may have gone too far -- if the gasps, moans, and looks of astonishment which greeted the 
CAN exhibit are any indication. 

NEA representatives were so concerned that they arrived at Crane's office with a press 
release denouncing CAN and with a report proclaiming many NEA "success stories." But the 
CAN exhibition was too graphic for NEA's frantic PR maneuver. CAN noted that the Whitney 
Museum of New York, a major recipient of NEA money, was featuring an exhibit of "Abject 
Art," which included photographs and films graphically depicting bodily functions, perverse 
sexual activities, and anti-Christian imagery. 

At first, the NEA insisted that it had nothing to do with the exhibit. But it turned out that 
the Whitney had received as much as $200,000 from the NEA over the last several years, and 
that $65,000 went to the Whitney's Independent Study Program, which sponsored the exhibit. 
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However, "Abject Art" wasn't the only problem for the NEA. Another was photographer 
Joel-Peter Witkin, who has received $50,000 in general "Fellowship Grants" since 1980. His 
photograph of the man hammering a nail into his nostril was on display at the Capitol, as was 
"The Kiss," featuring a corpse's head sliced in two by a pathologist and joined together, lip to lip. 

Other Witkin photos featured homosexual acts, private body parts, and anti-Christian 
images. The NEA was unable to directly defend Witkin's work, although it claimed in a written 
statement that he had an "international reputation," and that any grants to him were based on 
"artistic excellence and artistic merit," not subject matter. In fact, the "Fellowship Awards" given 
to Witkin reflect the NEA's belief that he has attained such status in the arts community that he 
should receive taxpayer dollars with no strings attached. 

Pornographic Performances 

In addition to the Whitney's "Abject Art" exhibit, and the work of Witkin, there was one 
final entry in the NEA-funded litany of horrors -- a $12,500 grant to support publication of High 
Performance, a magazine published by the 18th Street Arts Complex in Santa Monica, 
California. While admitting the grant, the NEA insisted that it had nothing to do with any 
performances at the theater. Considering the performances that have taken place, it is 
understandable why the NEA would want to distance itself from them. Clearly, however, the 
money amounted to an indirect subsidy for acts that CAN identified as the Five Lesbian Brothers 
and porn star Annie Sprinkle. The theater was also host to the Fifth Annual National Lesbian & 
Gay Performance Festival. 

As this most recent NEA scandal broke, the Clinton Administration was putting finishing 
touches on the nomination of actress Jane Alexander to head the agency. The NEA had been 
without a chairman since John Frohnmayer was fired by President Bush during the heat of last 
year's Republican primary battle, when Pat Buchanan was accusing the NEA of condoning 
taxpayer funding of blasphemous and offensive art. Alexander is expected to rally Hollywood 
around the embattled agency. 

-- CLIFF KINCAID 


Ecosystem Management 

Writing in the August 9th issue of Insight, Micah Morrison reviews the strategy by 
which Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt intends to "handle the tangled web of environmental 
issues." The basic approach has been dubbed "ecosystem management," and Morrison observes 
that while the "ecosystem idea suggests that we're all connected in the mysterious web of life," 
behind the "warm and fuzzy facade of ecosystem management, political hardball is being played, 
and some coercive strategies are taking shape." 

While identifying the key players in the game (including Vice President Albert Gore), 
Micah notes the crucial importance of the Endangered Species Act to the environmentalist 
scenario, and the significance of the move to develop a National Biological Survey that "will 
transfer the science and research functions from eight Interior bureaus ... and consolidate them 
into a single authority that will fund science and research, catalog biodiversity and shape policy 
opinion." A National Park Service official is quoted as saying that "some cynics in this town say 
the real role of the National Biological Survey is to help Babbitt consolidate power. All the rest 
is public relations." (3600 New York Avenue NE, Washington, DC 20002) 

Food And Drug Abomination 

Dr. Robert Higgs, professor of economics at Washington State University, contends that 

the federal Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has, on balance, proved detrimental to the 
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health of the American people. "Analysts who have studied the net effect of the FDA's 
regulations," he asserts in the July/August issue of The Free Market, "have concluded that, by 
keeping new medical goods off the market for extended periods, the agency has caused tens of 
thousands of avoidable deaths ... while saving at most a much smaller number of lives." 

Throughout this century, as the power of the FDA has grown, "consumers have been 
stripped of the right to make their own decisions about the use of medical goods." The clear 
trend has been the "concentration of power in the hands of the bureaucrats. They and they alone 
decide which risks may be taken in the market for medical goods." Although "individuals differ 
widely in their medical condition and their willingness to bear risk, the FDA makes one decision 
applicable to all. This system is central planning with a vengeance." 

Dr. Higgs contends, "Giving government the power to control the market for medical 
goods has been a bargain with the Devil, and so long as the FDA continues to exercise its 
malignant power, the deadly toll will continue to mount." (The Ludwig von Mises Institute, 
Auburn, AL 36849) 

No Place Like Home 

For more than six years, The Family in America newsletter has focused on the social, 
political, economic, and medical themes relating to the unprecedented retreat from traditional 
family and home life. Writing in the August issue of this outstanding newsletter, editor Bryce J. 
Christensen reflects that "we have marshalled evidence that illegitimacy and family dissolution 
create hardship and impose pain on millions of innocent children and betrayed spouses," and that 
"the disintegration of marriages and homes creates burdens for all Americans: crime in the 
streets, failure in the schools, poverty in the inner city, deficits in public budgets, sickness in 
vulnerable populations." 

The Family in America has also sought "to demonstrate the futility of attempts to resolve 
these problems through political or social initiatives which ignore or undermine the family," 
since "[n]o federal program, no educational project, no therapeutic intervention makes a fully 
satisfactory substitute for the family." 

Dr. Christensen believes, however, that the time has come for a change in emphasis. In 
the future, The Family in America will focus mainly "on cultural practices which actually fortify 
family life," rather than the political forces which pose threats to the home. The newsletter will 
emphasize three themes that are "essential to strong family life: family history, family traditions, 
and the home economy (broadly defined)." While feature essays and interviews "may prove less 
helpful in the future than in the past to lobbyists and lawyers in Washington and in state 
capitals," Dr. Christensen foresees that "future issues of our newsletter will prove much more 
helpful to people in the place that matters most -- home." 

The informative "New Research" supplement to The Family in America, which 
summarizes data gleaned from books, professional journals, and other sources, will continue to 
supply information for use in political debates on family issues. (The Rockford Institute, 934 
North Main Street, Rockford, IL 61103) 

Too Many Doctors? 

According to the medical magazine Private Practice, Canadian politicians are "making 
sweeping reductions ... in the number of practicing doctors" in an attempt to cope with Canada's 
socialized health-care system and the strain that system is placing on provincial budgets. Sean 
Taylor Simpson, assistant editor of Private Practice, asserts that "Canadian officials are 
convinced that controlling the number of physicians is the best method of loosening the belt on 
an encumbered budget," and that the "10 provincial health ministers plan to slash 98 positions for 
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incoming medical students in the fall." 

In the U.S, Dr. Philip Lee, head of the Public Health Service, claimed on July 27th that 
the U.S. also has too many physicians. According to the next day's Washington Times, his 
proposed solution, rather than allowing the free market to make appropriate adjustments, is more 
government "regulation that would decrease the total number of residencies." 

But do we have too many doctors? Sean Taylor Simpson (whose article appeared before 
Dr. Lee's news conference) notes that "U.S. physicians fresh out of their residencies are being 
riddled with job offers." Indeed, "Two-thirds of young doctors receive at least 50 job offers 
during their residencies and almost 50 percent receive more than 100," according to the 
Texas-based physician search firm Merrill, Hawkins & Associates. One Iowa family physician 
"stated that he received more than 1,000 calls from recruiters." (Box 1485, Shawnee, OK 74801) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


AMERICAN HERO Remembering a Patriot 


and Friend 

September Ist marks the 10th anniversary of the Soviet Union's attack on Korean Air 
Lines Flight 007. Key questions about what actually happened to the passenger airliner remain 
unresolved. The cover-up has been extensive, as documented by THE NEW AMERICAN and 
other investigators. There is impressive evidence (to date ignored by our State Department) that 
the crippled plane did not crash into the Sea of Japan, killing the 269 persons on board, but 
instead landed safely in Soviet territory as first reported.'* For details, see "KAL 007: 
Questions Remain Unanswered" by Robert W. Lee in THE NEW AMERICAN for 
September 10, 1991. Reprints are available at two copies for $1.00, 100 for $40.00 or 
1,000 for $300.00 from General Birch Services Corporation, P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, 
WI 54913. Add 15 percent ($2.00 minimum) for postage and handling. Also see "KAL 
007: More Lies and Coverup" by Lee in THE NEW AMERICAN for January 11, 1993. 


The most prominent personality on the plane was U.S. Congressman Larry McDonald 
(D-GA), a member of the House Armed Services Committee and national chairman of the 
staunchly anti-communist John Birch Society. Some observers speculate that KAL 007 may have 
been attacked specifically to get rid of McDonald. His growing political stature within the United 
States made him a great threat to what today is euphemistically called the new world order. He 
had, for example, introduced legislation to get the U.S. out of the United Nations. At the time of 
his disappearance, he was well on his way to becoming the universally recognized leader of the 
conservative movement. 

Roots 

Lawrence Patton McDonald (General George S. Patton, Jr. was a family cousin) was born 
in Atlanta, Georgia on April 1, 1935. He graduated from Davidson College in North Carolina 
and received his medical degree from Emory University in 1957. He served four years as a Navy 
physician and flight surgeon, then two years residency in general surgery in Atlanta, and three 
years residency in urology at the University of Michigan, before joining the renowned urological 
clinic which his father had founded in Atlanta. 

It was while he was stationed as a flight surgeon in Iceland that McDonald became aware 
of the threat of communism. After returning to the states, he joined the John Birch Society, was 
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appointed to its National Council in 1967, and became its national chairman in March 1983. 
Political Wars 

In 1972, McDonald ran for Congress as a Democrat in Georgia's 7th District but was 
narrowly defeated in the primary. In 1974, however, he defeated the seven-term incumbent in the 
primary, an achievement that would usually have been tantamount to victory in the heavily 
Democratic district. But powerful leftists within and without the state, determined to keep so 
prominent a Bircher from capturing a congressional seat, instigated a vicious campaign of smear 
and innuendo, and a Vietnam veteran and former POW was chosen to be McDonald's GOP 
opponent. When the smoke cleared on election day, McDonald emerged with a razor-thin 
543-vote victory. In his maiden speech to the House on April 29, 1975, he set the tone for his 
congressional career by discussing the tragedy of the no-win war in Vietnam and the need for a 
policy of victory over communism. 

In 1976, he bested his 1974 GOP opponent by a more comfortable 15,640 vote margin. 
The 1978 edition of The Almanac of American Politics claimed that McDonald "is likely to be 
just as controversial in 1978 as he has been in the past," and that "his seat must be considered in 
perpetual jeopardy." But that year he finished first in a four-person primary, won the primary 
run-off, and was re-elected with 67 percent of the vote. Undeterred, the 1980 edition of The 
Almanac of American Politics asserted that in his race that year he was "almost certain to attract 
tough competition," and "it seems likely that some day he will succumb." But he was re-elected 
with 68 percent of the vote, and in 1982 secured his fifth term, attracting 61 percent. 

Standing firmly on the principles in which he believed, and bolstered by an effective 
grassroots educational army anchored by fellow members of the John Birch Society, McDonald 
had transformed his district from a political minefield to one that the politicos were now listing 
as "safe." His remarkable political success, in the face of everything the far left could throw at 
him, stands as a tribute to the strategy of predicating political campaigns first and foremost on 
issue-oriented education of the electorate. During nearly nine years in Congress, McDonald 
never once failed to vote according to the highest constitutional principles on the key issues 
facing Congress and the American people. 

Principled and Effective 

Representative Larry McDonald's entire congressional career demonstrates that one does 
not have to compromise principle in order to be effective. Consider the record: 

¢ In 1977, McDonald rescued Captive Nations Week from the oblivion planned for it by 
the Carter Administration. Captive Nations Week is a traditional national observance, held each 
July since 1959, in remembrance of countries laboring under the yoke of communism. But as 
July 1977 approached, the congressman learned that President Carter intended to forego a 
proclamation. McDonald promptly addressed the House on the issue and went to work to 
generate and focus support among his anti-communist colleagues. On July 20th, only hours 
before he and the others he had rallied to the cause were scheduled to deliver speeches on the 
House floor, President Carter's staff phoned key conservatives, including McDonald's staff, to 
report that the President had decided to sign the Captive Nations Week proclamation after all. 

* In early January 1977, after President-elect Carter selected anti-defense leftist Theodore 
C. Sorensen to be director of the Central Intelligence Agency, McDonald called a meeting of 
representatives of conservative groups and others interested in national security. He coordinated 
distribution of the facts about Sorensen's unsuitability to his House colleagues, senators, and the 
press. He prepared his own testimony against Sorensen's confirmation and assisted a number of 
other representatives in preparing their statements. This concerted effort to derail a dangerous 
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appointment came to its dramatic -- and successful -- conclusion on January 17, 1977, when 
Sorensen appeared for his confirmation hearing and abruptly withdrew his name from 
consideration. 

¢ When former Congressman Andrew Young (D-GA) was nominated by President Carter 
to be U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Larry McDonald was the only member of the entire 
U.S. Congress to testify against the nomination. Following his confirmation, Ambassador Young 
proceeded to insult both the British and Swedes by branding them racists. He claimed that "there 
are hundreds, perhaps even thousands ... of political prisoners" in American jails; that communist 
troops from Cuba had brought "stability to Africa"; and that Iran's Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini 
"would eventually be hailed as a saint." In 1978, McDonald introduced a Resolution calling for 
Young's impeachment. Though rejected by the House, it attracted 81 votes in addition to 
McDonald's. Then, in mid-August 1979, Young was forced by President Carter to submit his 
resignation after it was learned that the ambassador had held an unauthorized meeting with a 
high-ranking official of the terrorist Palestine Liberation Organization, and had then lied to cover 
it up. Then-Representative (and later Senator) Steve Symms (R-ID) subsequently paid Larry 
McDonald this tribute: "It may seem unusual for a Republican to say nice things about a 
Democrat. But Larry McDonald is a special kind of person. He provides leadership to both 
Democrats and Republicans in Congress who are willing to fight to defend the principles of our 
Constitution. Larry organized the campaign that resulted in the defeat of Theodore Sorensen .... 
Larry was also ahead of us all when he was the only member of Congress to testify against the 
nomination of Andy Young as UN delegate. Now everyone knows that Young was unqualified; 
but Larry was the first to tell us. It is a pleasure to serve in Congress with a man of Larry 
McDonald's strong principles, sound character, and exceptional leadership." 

¢ Larry McDonald also worked tirelessly to expose the growing espionage and terrorist 
threat to this nation. With the House Internal Security Subcommittee abolished, he undertook his 
own anti-subversive crusade by entering detailed, documented reports of espionage and 
subversion in the Congressional Record on a regular basis. He expanded this effort in 1980 by 
founding the Western Goals Foundation. Journalist James Drummey noted shortly after the KAL 
007 tragedy, "The growing influence and reach of Western Goals, with its computerized data on 
subversion and terrorism ... its books and monographs on the betrayal of America's allies ... its 
videotapes on terrorism ... and its conferences with anti-Communist leaders in Western Europe, 
gave the enemies of America more than sufficient reason for wanting to get rid of Larry 
McDonald." 

Preaching and Practicing 

Larry McDonald was more than just an effective congressman or head of the John Birch 
Society. He was also becoming a widely respected leader of the conservative movement, not 
only in America but throughout the world. If anyone had the organizational skills to unite that 
movement against the collectivist onslaught, that man was Larry McDonald. 

Following the disappearance of KAL 007, the liberal magazine The New Republic ran an 
unfavorable article about Larry McDonald entitled, "McDonald's War: Hate made his world go 
'round." That diatribe did, however, contain one revealing paragraph that, standing out like a 
pearl in a mudpie, indicated the true calibre of this truly great American: 

If there is anything admirable about McDonald's five terms in Congress, it is that he 

practiced what he preached. Unlike many of his more "spineless" colleagues 

(McDonald's favorite adjective when discussing Congress), he never made 

exceptions for his own district. Because he opposed all nondefense federal 
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spending, he consistently voted against bills that would have pumped federal 

money into his own district. Because he opposed federal farm aid, he once 

chewed out a delegation of Georgia farmers, some from his own district, who had 

come to Washington looking for help. Because he did not believe the federal 

government should be in the business of designating parkland, he once 

singlehandedly killed a bill, highly popular among his constituents, that would 

have established a federal park in a portion of his district. Among Georgia's 

political cognoscenti, McDonald stories like these are legion. 

May God infuse our national life, and our national legislature, with more men and women 
like Larry McDonald, who preach sound, constitutional doctrine -- and practice what they 
preach. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


PUBLISHER'S PAGE UN Welcomes 
Tiny Andorra 


John F. McManus 


On July 28th, the tiny nation of Andorra was welcomed into the United Nations after 
unanimous approval by the General Assembly. The 184th member nation, Andorra possesses 
General Assembly voting power equal to that of the United States and every other UN member 
nation. 

Located in the Pyrenees Mountains between France and Spain, the entire nation covers 
only 191 square miles, which is about 15 percent the size of Rhode Island. A mere 56,000 
persons live within its borders, and approximately 40,000 of them are foreigners. This means that 
16,000 Andorrans have as much clout in the UN General Assembly as 250 million Americans. 

No one can legitimately complain about a small nation seeking and gaining some 
recognition. But, as we know, there is a great deal more to the UN than mere recognition of 
national existence. 

A Flawed Idea 

Should a matter regarding Bosnia, Somalia, Cambodia, or East Timor come before the 
General Assembly, Andorra's ambassador to the world body will be expected -- just as every 
other ambassador is expected -- to have an opinion and take a side. Herein lies a fundamental 
flaw in the very idea of a world parliament of nations supposedly designed to foster peace among 
nations. 

Why should Andorra have to make a decision regarding a conflict between two nations 
that are thousands of miles away? Why must she get involved in a dispute between competing 
factions within the borders of a faraway nation? There can hardly be Andorran national interests 
at stake in any dispute other than one involving its only two neighbors, France and Spain. 

And if Andorra is expected to have an opinion, on what will it be based? Will the 
ambassador from Andorra suddenly receive heavy attention from the ambassadors of nations 
whose dispute has reached the General Assembly? If Andorra takes a side opposite that of Spain 
or France, will her placid relationship with those neighbors be upset? 

Bringing disputes before the United Nations has the effect of involving the whole world 
in each problem that comes before the organization. Because of the very existence of the world 
body, problems are magnified, sides are chosen, and animosities that would never have existed 
develop. The situation is often aggravated by the need of disputants to "show the world" they 
cannot be pushed around. 
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A dispute brought before the UN is akin to asking everyone in the village to take a side in 
a domestic squabble between a man and his wife. If such a stupid move were undertaken, the 
chances of the couple settling their differences privately would likely be harmed irreparably. 
Also, numerous other rights would likely develop between those who favor opposite sides of the 
original dispute. The whole idea of involving everyone guarantees greater trouble involving 
many more individuals. The same holds true when disputes are brought before the United 
Nations. 

American Casualties 

On August 8th, four American soldiers were killed in Somalia when their vehicle hit a 
land mine. They are the first American casualties since the transfer to UN authority of 4,000 
Americans who remain as part of what was originally supposed to be a humanitarian relief 
mission. Eight other Americans have been killed during the operation begun by President Bush 
last December. 

I wonder how many of these dead Americans joined the U.S. military forces to become 
cannon fodder in a spat between competing war lords in a nation most had probably never heard 
of before being sent there. I wonder how many of the 4,000 American troops still in Somalia like 
the idea of serving in a UN force under a Turkish general -- their present situation. Human lives 
are not the only casualties in this operation -- national sovereignty is also taking a beating. 

The good sense of former U.S. Ambassador to Kenya Smith Hempstone has never been 
challenged, just ignored. He advised State Department superiors a year ago to stay out of 
Somalia. He warned that Somalia was a land full of "natural-born guerrillas" who would "lay 
ambushes and carry out hit and run attacks." He said he failed to see "any vital U.S. interest 
involved." No longer an ambassador to anywhere, his advice was nevertheless absolutely on 
target. 

Building UN Power 

But why are American and other foreign soldiers in Somalia? And why is there a rush to 
have all nations -- no matter how small -- represented at the United Nations? 

The answer to both questions is that these and numerous other moves being taken by U.S. 
leaders and the top officials of other nations are directed at consolidating UN power. 

A better course would include pulling out of the UN and letting participants solve the 
inevitable rights among or within the various nations of the world. Sending American, Pakistani, 
or even Andorran soldiers to faraway lands under UN auspices solves no problems and creates 


many. 
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